Archaeology Of The Roman Period Of Georgia by Gamqreliże, Gela
This is a file in the Digital South Caucasus Colletion (DSCC) project:
Author: Gamqreliże, Gela
Title: Archaeology Of The Roman Period Of Georgia
The DSCC is part of the Ancient World Digital Library hosted by the Institute
for the Study of the Ancient World Library.
The Georgian National Museum has granted permission to the Institute for the
Study of the Ancient World of New York University to publish this material
electronically in the Digital South Caucasus Collection (DSCC). We are making
such material available on a noncommercial basis for research and educational
purposes in an effort to expand access to thinly-held and/or out-of-print material
related to the study of the ancient world. If you wish to use copyrighted material
from this site for purposes beyond those in accordance with fair use (Title 17
U.S.C. Section 107), you must obtain permission from the Georgian National
Museum. We respect the intellectual property rights of others. If you believe
that you own the copyright to the material made available on this site, please
see our takedown policy: http:/dcaa.hosting.nyu.edu/takedown-notice
DIGITAL SOUTH CAUCASUS COLLECTION
DSCC
  
IBERIA-COLCHIS  (The Journal of the Otar  Lordkipanidze Centre of 
Archaeology of the Georgian National Museum)  Supplement 
 
 
ARCHAEOLOGY  OF  THE  ROMAN  PERIOD 
OF  GEORGIA  (Iberia-Colchis) 
◦ Essay & Catalog ◦ 
 
by     Gela  Gamkrelidze 
gela  gamyreliZe 
saqarTvelos   romauli   periodis   arqeologia 
 
                                                      2014 
 
 
 
G.  Gamkrelidze 
 
 
3 
 
Online sources (full versions):    
 
http://dspace.nplg.gov.ge/handle/1234/11759           (Researches in Iberia-Colchology) 
 
 http://dspace.nplg.gov.ge/handle/1234/11037          (ომი და შეიარაღება იბერია-კოლხეთში) 
 
http://dspace.nplg.gov.ge/handle/1234/6521             (In the Path of Georgian Archaeology) 
 
http://dspace.nplg.gov.ge/handle/1234/11039            (კოლხოლოგიური ნარკვევები) 
 
http://dspace.nplg.gov.ge/handle/1234/31215            (აია -  არქეოლოგია)  N1. 
 
http://dspace.nplg.gov.ge/handle/1234/9572               (იბერია-კოლხეთი)  N8. 
 
http://www.nplg.gov.ge/bios/ka/00000291/  
 
https://georgiannationalmuseum.academia.edu/GelaGamkrelidze  
 
http://dspace.nplg.gov.ge/simple-search?query=Gamkrelidze+++Gela  
http://museum.ge/index.php?lang_id=ENG&sec_id=95&info_id=11990               
 
              http://museum.ge/index.php?lang_id=ENG&sec_id=95                                   
                                                                                         *** 
 
Published for Centre of Archaeology of Georgian National Museum.  
Address:  3,  Purtseladze  str.  Tbilisi, 0105,  GEORGIA.  
© Gela Gamkrelidze. 2014. 
     ISSN 1512-4207 (1) Supplemen 
 
  
 
*** 
        THE PROCESS OF GLOBALISTIC ROMANIZATION AND IBERIA-COLCHIS (Ancient 
Georgia). In its essence Romanization was a globalistic process, implying the spread and establishment 
of Roman political-economic norms and culture in the provinces of the Empire and neighboring countries. 
The gist of Romanization lay in involving the peoples subject to Rome and under its influence in a single 
system and establishment of a way of life governed from a single centre and based on common standards 
[see Hopkins, A. (ed.), 2003:4-9; Shelton, J. 1998:21-30; Matthew, D.; Garland. L. 2005:134]. Processes 
of globalization did occur in various forms and scale before the period of the Roman Empire as well. For 
example, the state of Achaemenid Iran or the Empire of Alexander the Great performed the function of 
globalization. Later, the Roman Empire was distinguished for an unheard of scale of the process of 
globalism. In a number of provinces of the Roman Empire Romanization was attended by the 
development of technological, communication and East-West contacts, a process of assimilation and 
cultural syncretization of peoples, occurring in the annexed countries under the aegis of Pax Romana. The 
process of Romanization differed in tempo and scale in the boundless space of the Roman Empire. It took 
place at a relatively accelerated rate in the western provinces of the Empire than in the Eastern countries, 
which was due to the non-uniform socio-economic and political structure here [see Gamkrelidze,G. 
Todua,T. 2006:97].  
A peculiar process of historical development took place for millennia on the territory of ancient 
Georgia. Here, in the Classical period – the 6th c. BC - 4th c. AD – political hegemony was gained by the 
kingdoms of Colchis and Iberia, on whose place and basis a single state – Georgia – was formed. Iberia-
Colchis, lying at the junction of Asia and Europe, was the arena of the exercise of military and political-
economic power – the scene of hostilities of countries of Iranian orientation, on the one hand, and that of 
Classical orientation, on the other.  
Study of the history of the relations of Iberia-Colchis and Rome is largely feasible on the basis of 
archaeological material, for written sources on this period are few. The archaeological excavations, 
carried on for years, have resulted in the accumulation of fairly diverse evidence from the following sites: 
Kldeeti, Bichvinta, Inkiti, Poti, Tsikhisdziri, Vashnari, Gonio, Tbilisi, Dighomi, Ureki, Dedoplisgora, 
Urbnisi, Uplistsikhe, Zhinvali, Mukhatgverdi, Mtskheta (Armaztsikhe, Armaziskhevi, Kamarakhevi, 
Ghartiskari), Sokhumi, Tsebelda, Ghebi, Itkhvisi, Shorapani, Vani, Shukhuti, Tagiloni, Zghuderi, 
Tsitsamuri, Sarkine, Dzalisa, etc. Individual artefacts attested at the sites just listed are important, as they 
allow us to trace the Romanization process throughout Iberia-Colchis [Gamkrelidze,G., Todua,T. 5-24, 
97-116].  
In 65 BC. the legionaries of the Roman Republic appeared in Transcaucasia, led by Gnaeus 
Pompeius Magnus. It was basically the economic and strategic advantage that attracted the Romans in the 
Caucasus; bringing new countries within the sphere of her influence; gaining possession of new trade 
routes and markets for selling their goods. Especially noteworthy for them was the road that came from 
Central Asia, from the Caspian Sea, on the river Kura (resp. Mtkvari.), crossing the Likhi range, through 
the Phasis (resp. Rioni) river to the Black Sea. This road acquired particular significance after the 
strengthened Parthian state placed under its control the southern transit highways running from China and 
India. At the same time the Caucasus Range was a good obstacle for regulating the inroads of North 
Caucasian aggression nomadic tribes into Transcaucasia and Roman Asia Minor. In this respect 
especially noteworthy are the passes of Mamisoni, Darial and Derbent. Whoever held these roads he 
G.  Gamkrelidze 
 
 
5 
 
could control the movements of the North-Caucasian warlike tribes [see Gamkrelidze,G., Todua,T. 
2006:25-57;  Zerbini,   L.,  Gamkrelidze, G.,  Todu, T., 2012: ]. 
 Geopolitically, the Caucasus held one of the key territories. This was a definite meeting-place of 
Eastern and Western civilizations, with its gorges, rapid, hard-to-cross rivers and dense forests. Iberia-
Colchis must have been a hard nut to crack. The Romans managed to establish a definite control in the 
towns of Colchian littoral where, unlike hinterland Colchis, the Classical economic and cultural influence 
was stronger. Colchian littoral was a strategic region that was indispensable for Rome to establish her 
influence in the Caucasus, Asia Minor and the Bosporus [see Braund, D., 1991:35-52]. 
 Rome had a definite impact on the process of development – first, of Colchis and then of Iberia, 
which proved negative. The littoral came under Rome’s political influence, while in some regions the 
flexible policy of the Romans resulted in an unstable situation, subsequently in the formation of 
principalities semi-dependent on Rome [see Arrian, PPE, 11]. Rome – a state highly developed by that 
time – played a somewhat positive role. In particular, the local population became acquainted with the 
advanced Roman culture, new economic and culture, military tactical and technical innovations, Roman 
capital appeared in coastal cities.  
The so-called Pontus-Caucasian border system took shape in the eastern Black Sea region towards 
the end of the 1
st
 c. AD. Its principal task lay in strengthening Rome’s geopolitical positions and control 
in the Caucasus. Apsarus (Gonio) [see Mamuladze,Sh., Kakhidze,E., Khalvashi,M., 2009:107-130; 
Khalvashi,M., 2002; Lordkipanidze,O., Mikeladze,T., Khakhutaishvili,D., 1980], Phasis (Poti) [see 
Gamkrelidze,G., 1992:30-48; Gamkrelidze,G., 1992:30-48; Gamkrelidze,G., 2009:175-194; Zerbini,   L., 
Gamkrelidze,G., Todu,T., 2012:], Sebastopolis (Sokhumi) [see Puturidze,R., 1956:54-94] and Pitiunt 
(Bichvinta) [see Lordkipanidze,G., 1991; Berdzenishvili,K., Puturidze,R., 1975], involved in this system, 
turned into city-fortresses of militaristic character. The Romans expanded the boundaries of the empire 
not only by military force but by flexible diplomatic stratagems as well. Some peoples settled along the 
entire perimeter of the empire were governed by kings, retaining a measure of independence. Rome 
spared no diplomatic effort to establish friendly relations with these rulers, for the successes of the empire 
occasionally depended on them.  
In the Eastern policy of Rome the Black Sea area communications were indispensible in her rivalry 
with such powerful a state as Parthia [see Bokshanin,A., 1966]. Notwithstanding her power, at the initial 
stage, Rome failed to subordinate inner Colchis. This failed to be done either by the hand of Aristarchus, 
Mithradates of Pergamum or Polemon. Lucullus’s prediction that subjugation of this region would prove 
very difficult turned out to have been correct to a certain extent (see Plutarch, Lucullus, 14). The process 
of setting up and development of Roman settlements in the eastern Black Sea area took a peculiarly 
different path. Roman classical type canabees did not rise here. At the castellums of Dioscurias – 
Sebastopolis, Apsarus, Pitiunt and Phasis there existed vicus type small trade and artisan settlements, 
whose area of activity was limited to a concrete coastal zone. Along with the setting up of the Pontus – 
Caucasus border system and the numerical growth of garrisons, Roman manufacture – pottery, glassware 
and metal items – spread in the eastern Black Sea area. Among the items, traditionally, wares of Asia 
Minor centers prevailed. Transportation of this manufacture was largely carried on by sea. It was mainly 
directed at supplying Roman military units. The Roman garrisons were supplied in the 2
nd
 – 3rd c. on a 
centralized basis from Trapezus [see Maksimova, M., 1956], and in the 4
th
c. from Antioch. The 
involvement of the coastal zone of the eastern Black Sea area in the border system of the Roman Empire 
ensured to a certain extent the security of the approaches to Rome’s eastern provinces and the 
strengthening of the Romans, geopolitical interests in the Caucasus and eastern Asia Minor. Roman 
political influence on the kingdom of Iberia (resp. Kartli) did not last long. The rulers of Iberia were 
quick to take advantage of the intestine political strife in Rome in the second half of the 1
st
 c. BC, that 
ended in the overthrow of the Republic, declaration of an Empire, and extreme aggravation of relations 
with the powerful state of Parthia. By this time Iberia was completely free from political dependence on 
Rome. Iberian kings successfully used Rome for the consolidation of the political power in their struggle 
against Parthia. In the 1
st
 -2
nd
 c. AD the relations between Rome and the Iberian kingdom were largely of 
good-neighborly character. This relationship was expressed in a peculiar alliance, determined by bilateral 
economic and political interests. The trade route that linked Eastern countries with the Western world via 
Georgia was in Rome’s economic and political interests. Pompey was known to have taken special 
interest in the potentialities of carrying on trade relations along this road. According to Varro:  “Adicit 
idem Pompei ductum exploratum in Bactros septem diebus ex India perveniri ad Bactrum flumen quod in 
Oxum influat, et ex eo per Caspium[Caspian sea] in Cyrum[Kura river] subvectos, et V non amplius 
dierum terreno itinere ad Phasim in Pontum Indicas posse devehi merces…” (see Pliny, NH, VI, 52).  
In the 1
st
 - 2
nd 
c. AD, the kingdom of Iberia played an active part in Rome’s foreign policy, 
emerging as her ally in the Near East. The Roman historians Tacitus and Dio Cassius have supplied 
detailed evidence on this. At this time some North-Caucasian tribes found themselves under the influence 
of Iberia. The Iberian authorities controlled the major trade and strategic routes and passes. Iberia attained 
especial power in the 140s AD, during the reign of King Parsman II, when the territory of Iberia 
expanded appreciably, reaching the Black Sea. The Roman Empire was interested in having the 
strengthened Iberia as her ally. According to Dio Cassius, the Emperor Antoninus Pius invited Parsman, 
the king of Kartli, to Rome, lavishing honors on him (see Roman History, XX, 2). This event is reported 
as well in an inscription discovered at Ostia, near Rome. The might of the Iberian Kingdom in the 
opening centuries of the new era found graphic reflection in material culture too. Let us recall the rich 
burials of the Iberian royal family and nobles, discovered as a result of archaeological excavations, as 
well as cities with advanced, diversified artisan manufacture and intensive trade and economic relations. 
 The residence of Iberian Kings was at Armaztsikhe in Mtskheta. A whole set of structures of the 1
st
 
- 3
rd
 c. AD came to light here, in the construction of which lime mortar was widely used. These are: the 
palace, bathhouse, economic facilities, water conduits, cultic structures, wine cellar. The structures are 
adorned with relief representations. A gable roof stone sarcophagus, standing out for its rich grave goods 
was found in Armaziskhevi, Mtskheta. Among the items found here there is toreutics of Roman 
provenance, a silver cup, phiale, ladle, spoon, coins [see Apakidze,A., et al, 1955, v. I; Apakidze,A. (ed), 
Mtskheta v. II-XI].  
A mausoleum-type stone crypt was discovered near Armaziskhevi, at the foot of the Kartli 
mountain with a tile gable roof. Its architecture is basically of Roman type. The residence of the high 
officials of the Iberian Kingdom was situated on the right bank of the Mtkvari, in Armaziskhevi. 
Excavations here have revealed a palace complex and necropolis of the 2
nd
 – 4th c. AD. Here too the stone 
walls of the structures were bound with lime mortar, and tiles were used for roofing. The architectural 
adornment of the palace is attested to by the palmetto capitals, relief cornices, etc. Here is a Roman type 
bath of the palace. The necropolis of the nobles was in an area adjoining the palace. The grave goods of 
the necropolis are exceedingly rich and diverse, comprised of gold and silver items adorned with precious 
stones. Among these are gold insignia, daggers, bells, diadems, silver vessels adorned with 
representations, bracelets, necklaces, buckles, fingerings, iron weapons, etc. The bulk of these artefacts 
are Roman or Roman imitations. It should be noted also that synchronous rich burials of Iberian nobles 
have also been discovered in Bori (Kharagauli district), Zhghuderi (Kareli district) [see Braund,D., 
Javakhishvili,K., Nemsadze,G., 2009] and in the Aragvi valley.  
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As evidenced by archaeological excavations, in cities of the Roman period and the Early Middle 
Ages – Mtskheta, Dzalisa, Urbnisi, Bichvinta, Tsikhisdziri, Nokalakevi, Kutaisi, Gonio – appropriate 
attention was paid to the observation of sanitary and hygienic standards, as evidenced by the discovery in 
these cities of baths, water supply, water pipes and sewage systems. As a result of intensive political and 
economic relations between Rome and Iberia-Colchis, baths of the Roman thermae type were built here. 
One of the first complexes of a 2
nd
 c. bath was brought to light at Armaziskhevi; it was comprised of five 
sections: changing-room, cold bath (frigidarium), warm bath (tepidarium), hot bath (calderium) and 
furnace room. The lower storey of the bath was occupied by the hypocaust systems, calorifier (air heater) 
columns made of circular and square clay slabs. At the bottom of the bath basin clay pipes were laid by 
which dirty water was drained into the collector. This bath belonged to the elite of Iberia. Thus, the nobles 
of Mtskheta in the period imitated the Romans not only with rich appliances items of luxury but in the 
way of life as well. Another graphic example of this is a bath complex of the palace, resembling that of 
Armaziskhevi in the village of Dzalisa, Mtskheta district. This bath too has cold, warm and hot sections, a 
swimming pool, heating system, sewage, collector and water supply. Water entered the bath by lead 
pipes. The floor evokes special interest with its Roman style mosaic. 
 Apart from the baths of Armaziskhevi and Dzalisa, three baths were discovered in Armaziskhevi – 
also of Roman type. They too are built of stone and plastered with hydraulic solution. The Armaziskhevi 
baths belonged to the Iberian royal family, as evidenced by an inscription found here.  
A bath complex adorned with a 3
rd
 c. mosaic was uncovered at the Bichvinta city site as well, with 
a rather complex system of water regulation, built of ceramic pipes and lime mortar. The baths built in the 
early middle Ages continue Roman traditions. Significant in this respect is the bath complex traced in the 
area adjoining the Bagrat church, in Kutaisi. It was comprised of ten parts. Unlike the baths of Mtskheta 
and Dzalisa, it was designed rather to cater the public. The Bichvinta and v.Tsikhisdziri baths were also of 
the same purpose. Similar baths have been discovered in the villages of Urbnisi and Shukhuti. The floor 
of the Shukhuti bath is adorned with mosaic, similarly to those of Dzalisa and Bichvinta. Archaeological 
excavations indicate that Roman-type baths were widespread in Georgia in the 2
nd
 - 6
th
 c., being fairly 
complex structures from the engineering-architectural standpoint.  
The “Dedoplisgora” settlement site was discovered near the Mtkvari (Kura) river, at v. Aradeti, 
Kareli district. Here a 1
st
 c. BC palace was excavated. Part of the artefacts found here evince closeness to 
Roman culture [see Furtwängler, A., Gagoshidze, I., 2008].  
A 2
nd
 - 4
th
 c. AD settlement, brought to light in the modern village of Dzalisa, Mtskheta district, is 
proof of the influence of Roman culture, being identified with the city of “Dzalisa”, mentioned in 
Ptolemy’s work (2nd  century). The city held 50 ha, with a citadel in the north-western part. Excavations 
here have attested to traces of monumental buildings with tiled roofs, streets paved with brick slabs and 
squares, public, cultic and dwelling houses, mosaics, baths and sewage systems. 
 The archaeological materials brought to light on Georgian territory attest to the existence here of a 
local architectural school that was well-acquainted with the main principles of Greco-Roman architecture, 
developing them on local soil. This is seen clearly from a 4
th
 c. epitaph found at Mtskheta. It mentions the 
Mtskhetan “principal artist-architect Aurelius Acholis”. Even Strabo noted: “Furthermore, the greater 
part of Iberia is so well built up in respect to cities and farmsteads that their roofs are tiled, and their 
houses as well as their market-places and other public buildings are constructed with architectural skill.” 
(Strabo, XI, III, 1) (see The Loeb Classical Library, London, 1957).  
From the 1
st
 c. BC gems embedded in ornaments began to spread in Iberia and Colchis. Most of 
them were imported from Greco-Roman, Italic and Asia Minor artisan centers. At the same time, local 
workshops for the production of gems are likely to have existed, in whose manufacture there occur quite a 
few items done on the Roman pattern [Lortkipanidze,M., 1954-56]. Ornaments of various types hold a 
significant place among the items imported in the opening centuries of the new era. This clearly points to 
the participation of the population of Iberia and Colchis in international trade and in particular to the 
activity of the trade and artisan centers of the Roman world. Among the numerous foreign items bronze 
and silver vessels of different purpose stand out – pitchers, pateras, ladles, inkstands [see 
Lordkipanidze,O., 1964; Machabeli,K., 1983].  
In the 1
st
 -2
nd
 c. AD, south Italian cities were centers of the manufacture of such items, e.g. Capua. 
Such vessels are discovered fairly often on the territory of Iberia and Colchis, pointing to the import here 
of Italic production. These items were taken to Mtskheta, the capital of the kingdom and from there they 
found their way to various regions of the country. It is worth noting that, along with cities, villages too 
were involved in this, as attested to by the archaeological finds from Nichbisi, Zemokhandaki, Atotsi, 
Dighomi, Zemoavchala, Lilo, Zghuderi, etc. The participation of Iberia and Colchis in international trade 
is graphically illustrated by numismatic material as well. From the 1
st
 c. AD Roman aurei entered the 
country, which – along with Augustus denarii soon became the principal tender. Regular trade and 
economic relations with the outer world is evidenced by the fact that in Iberia and Colchis the coins of 
nearly all Roman emperors have been discovered, beginning with Nero down to Valerian [Dundua,G., 
Dundua,T., 2006; 110-122]. The active trade and economic contacts of the population with the Roman 
world appear to have been followed by cultural relations too. This is reflected well on the monuments of 
material culture of Roman period Iberia and Colchis.  
Separate elements of Roman architecture began to spread on a wider scale from the 2
nd
 c. AD. The 
spread of the Classical Roman architectural system is indicated by the capitals, cornices and the character 
of their decor. Some elements of the adornment of the rock-cut halls of Uplistsikhe, namely, the caisson 
treatment of the ceiling, which finds analogies in Roman architecture (see, e.g. Maxentius, Constantine’s 
basilicas, Caracalla’s therme). A new variety of buildings – baths – appear in the cities. Interest attaches 
also to some changes in wall bricklaying that occurred in Roman architecture back in the 1
st
 c. BC. 
 Representations made on glyptic and toreutic items, semantically reflective of Roman 
mythological themes, point to definite changes in the 1
st 
- 3
rd 
c. AD population of Iberia-Colchis. 
Particularly widespread are representations of Tyche and Fortuna, Fortuna-Isis, Minerva, Victoria, 
Apollo, Mars, Pluto, Mercury, Jupiter, Helios, Asclepius and Mithra, coexisting with local gods (e.g. 
Armazi, Gatsi, Gaim, Zaden). From the opening centuries of the new era Christianity spread in Iberia-
Colchis. There was a bishopric at Pitiunt and a Christian commune in Sebastopolis, as attested to by a 
church and stele on the grave of a Christian Roman legionary, unearthed here. The stele bears the 
inscription: “Christ powerful. Here lies Orestes, a brave legionary, please come.” Christianity appears to 
have spread to Gonio. Apsarus, as attested to by the discovery here of fingerrings with Christian symbols. 
Christianity appears to have spread intensively from the Roman Asia Minor provinces to Iberia as well, as 
evidenced by numerous artefacts. Apart from Colchis early Christian symbolism is attested to in the 
necropolis discovered in the Mtkvari and Aragvi valleys. After the aggrandizement of Sassanian Iran, 
Rome became the only ally of the Iberian kingdom in its struggle with the Sassanid state, which was 
probably instrumental in the proclamation of Christianity as the state religion in Iberia. This meant the 
ultimate siding of the Iberian kingdom with the Romans.  
As a result of the stationing of Roman military units in littoral Colchis, this region became actively 
involved in the system of the Roman world. This process was primarily reflected in the diffusion of 
Roman manufacture. In particular, new products began to arrive in coastal Colchis from various centers 
of the Roman world: Italic fibulae, amphoras, red-gloss pottery, metal and glass wares characteristic of 
the entire Roman world. Similar products found their way into Central Europe [see Kropotkin,V., 1970]. 
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In the 2
nd
 - 3
rd
 c. AD more import from the Roman world is attested to at the Black Sea strongholds: 
Pitiunt (Bichvinta), Sebastopolis (Sokhumi), Apsarus (Gonio), Phasis  (Poti).  
In the 2
nd
 - 3
rd
 c. AD the manufacture of the coastal centers of the Roman provinces of Asia Minor 
entered the Georgian littoral centers intensively. For example, amphoras of Sinopean provenance are 
attested to in large numbers at the city sites of Pitiunt, Phasis and Sebastopolis. The intensity of Sinopean 
import is suggested also by monetarii. In the cited period the littoral centers had lose contacts with 
Trapezus as well, as confirmed by numismatic material. Among the imported items found at the city sites 
glassware of Roman provinces is prominent. The bulk of metalware and adornments also came from the 
eastern provinces of Rome. For example, most items of the Tsikhisdziri and Gonio hoards, by their art-
and-style features, fall within the circle of culture of Roman provinces [Inaishvili,N., 1993; Apakidze,A., 
1947, 128; Lordkipanidze,O., Mikeladze,T., Khakhutaishvili,D., 1980].The 3
rd
 - 4
th
 c. BC is characterized 
by a fresh flood of Roman manufacture. Interest attaches to the greenish incense burners brought to light 
at the cemetery of the Bichvinta city site, made in the glassworks of Cologne. West-Georgian 
archaeological material features such interesting specimens of Roman manufacture as gold and silver 
falerae – awards. e.g. an iron dagger with a gem on the hilt, found in burial #3 of Kldeeti; a silver 
armband with an image of Tyche-Fortuna, discovered in burial #345 of Bichvinta; a gold casing from 
Gonio. Falerae basically involved: fingerrings with gems, buckles, bracelets, daggers, cups, drinking-
vessels, etc. In the imperial period falerae were awarded not only to individual legionaries and military 
units but mercenary fighters and local governors of pro-Roman orientation as well. Coins of Augustus, 
Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius were unearthed in Kldeeti burials [Lomtatidze,G., 1957]. Among the 
diverse archaeological material found on the territory of the Gonio-Apsarus city site the statuette of 
Serapis is of interest. From the 1
st
 c. AD the cult of Serapis was popular in the entire Roman Empire, 
especially in Gaul, Spain, Dacia. 
 The peoples settled along the entire frontier perimeter of the Roman Empire were traditionally 
governed by local kings, preserving independence. Rome spared no diplomatic effort to establish friendly 
relations with these rulers, for the successes of the Empire were occasionally dependent on them. For 
their part, Roman military units played a certain stabilizing role in their surrounding world. In addition, 
separate elements of Roman culture spread in hinterland Colchis through the Romans. 
 The contingent of the Roman military units on the Colchian Black Sea littoral largely consisted of 
warriors from Greek and Asia Minor provinces and locals. This is evidenced by the inscriptions found at 
the city sites of Sebastopolis and Pitiunt. It is significant that a whole number of components of the 
material culture of the city-fortresses of the eastern Black Sea coast are identical with the culture of 
Roman Asia Minor. The bulk of Roman import was designed for supplying Roman garrisons. Logistic 
provision of these garrisons was effected from Trapezus, the latter being the chief base of the Roman 
Black Sea navy. Its role was especially enhanced after the Samosata-Satala-Trapezus highway was built 
in Domitian’s time.  
Romanization or the spread of elements of Roman culture in the eastern Black Sea region occurred 
in a specific way. Here the Romans found demographically fairly dense settlements. Furthermore, here at 
the time of Roman presence, as reported by Greco-Roman authors (Ptolemy, Arrian, Procopius) local 
indigenous population lived at coastal centers as well. From the mid - 1
st
 c. AD, following the deployment 
of Roman garrisons, business contacts were gradually established with the locals. The local indigenous 
population and their rulers must have been on loyal terms with the administration of Roman city-
fortresses. This union was based on principles of mutual cooperation and mutual benefit. The native 
population constituted a guarantee of the economic and political stability of the city-fortresses, being the 
source of supplementing the labor force to the latter, as well as the source of supply with farming 
produce. The latter gave an impetus to the manufacture of local pottery, represented abundantly on the 
territory of Pitiunt, Sebastopolis and Apsarus. The native population had to perform certain military 
duties as well, as is evident from Arrian’s treatise “Against the Alans”: “Let the allied troops be deployed 
next to the hoplites, which are... the Trapezuntines, Colchians and Rize spearmen...”(Arrian, Tactics, 7).  
Roman type hydraulic solution used in the construction of fortifications, lay and cultic structures, 
spread in the Colchian littoral from the 3
rd
 c. AD and from the 4th c in the hinterland areas. From the 
same period, Roman type flattish square, fired bricks and circular ceramic slabs came into use – 
absolutely unknown in construction in the previous period. Square bricks were used in building the 
corners of structures. Thus, e.g. braces of double and triple brick masonry are evidenced in the 4
th
 c. 
fortifications of Tsebelda, Nokalakevi, Kutaisi, Tsikhisdziri. The city-fortresses of the eastern Roman 
provinces were built of mixed masonry of bricks and stones. We find analogous masonry at city Sites of 
the northern Black Sea area: Olbia, Tir, Khersonesus. As to the square ceramic slabs, they were used for 
laying floors.  
Roman influence is clearly visible in ceramic manufacture, primarily reflected in the 2
nd
 - 4
th
 c. One 
group of montarii also belongs to the category of clayware made under the influence of Roman pottery. 
The latter vessels differ from their Roman counterparts in clay composition. Ceramic handled lamps with 
a tube for the wick also belong to local imitations, made of local clay. Here imitations of jugs widespread 
throughout the Roman world were also made. Traditional varieties of local pottery coexisted along with 
imitations of Roman ceramics, quantitatively exceeding their imported counterparts. 
 Besides ceramic manufacture, the influence of Roman culture is seen in another sphere of 
artisanship. In connection with the wide spread of Roman type bow-shaped pins in the eastern Black Sea 
area from the 1
st
 c. AD and the great demand for them, from the 3
rd
 c. the so-called two-piece, and 
cruciform of roman culture were made locally from the 3
rd
 c. The influence of Roman culture is 
noticeable in some varieties of arms as well. In particular, Roman type, square scutum shields, gladium 
type daggers, etc have been attested [see Gamkrelidze, G., 2002:39]. Along with the continuation and 
preservation of traditions of goldsmithery, a new, so-called cloisonné polychrome style spread in the 
jeweler’s art of Georgia. Brilliant specimens of Georgian goldsmithery of the Roman period are created in 
this style: fingerrings adorned with colored stones, buckles, pendants, fibulae, etc from Gonio, Kldeeti, 
Ureki, Tagiloni, Zghuderi and Mtskheta. The urbanistic character of the cities of this period Iberia and 
Colchis, the architecture and principles of planning obeyed the general laws of city building that were 
accepted generally in the Classical world and Romanized East.  
Thus, separate elements of Roman civilization appear to have occurred more or less intensively in 
the lowland and mountain regions of Georgia. These impulses are especially noticeable in the art of 
construction, ceramic production and in a whole number of components of material culture. In the 
mountain regions local traditions were very firm; hence radiation of Roman culture reached these regions 
with difficulty. Instead, the influence of Roman - Early Byzantine culture is felt clearly in the coastal zone 
– in the city fortresses. This is graphically illustrated by the fortresses built by the technique of opus 
mixtum.  
In terms of cultural as well as socio-economic development the society of the plain of Iberia and 
Colchis was at a higher level than that of the mountain zone. Generally speaking, in the eastern Black Sea 
area we do not find such features that are characteristic of countries of the West European provinces of 
the Roman Empire (e.g. Germany, Britain, Gaul) [Golubtcsova,E. (ed.), 1985:167-302]. Drastic 
Romanization of the native population and the rise of the so-called complex culture – mass spread of 
artisan products made in the Roman world – the impact here of Roman culture, as well as in the Eastern 
provinces of the empire appears to have been rather superficial here. The process of Romanization in 
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early Georgia took a peculiar, different course. Roman-European type culture did not emerge here, as the 
roots and influence of the so-called Eastern-Hellenistic culture were strong here.  
By its historical destiny, Eastern Anatolia was for centuries closely linked to the Transcaucasian 
countries. A study of the archeological sites, written and epigraphic evidence – facts confirming the 
Romanization influence on Iberia and Colchis – shows that the achievements of Roman culture were 
manifested most graphically in the economy. Within a short period of the advent of the Romans here 
definite changes are primarily manifested in Iberia and Colchis in the sphere of trade. Following the 
cessation of hostilities in Iberia and Colchis by the Romans, the establishment of trade and economic 
contacts was facilitated by the favorable geopolitical situation of Transcaucasia in regard to the Classical 
world. This is clearly illustrated by the trade routes from the Classical world to countries of the Iranian 
world running through the territory of Iberia and Colchis. The use of these roads is attested to by 
archeological – numismatic discoveries. In the period of Romanization of Iberia and Colchis the ratio of 
foreign trade shows an increase, commodity production expands, foreign coins circulate in large numbers, 
and trade and artisan centers develop – primarily in the Roman fortified cities in the Black Sea region. 
Subsequently the influence of Roman culture on Iberia and Colchis is manifested clearer in various fields 
of local life, in particular in architecture, manufacture of pottery, various lines of artisanship. These 
processes acquire a more intensive character from 2
nd
 c. AD.  
The impact of Roman culture became especially strong in Iberia and Colchis in the 2
nd
 - 4
th
 c. AD. 
As to the path of spread of Roman culture, it must have occurred from the sea-littoral and Anatolia. Later, 
the influence of Roman-Early-Byzantine culture found more reflection in architecture. In particular the 
so-called Roman concrete, the opus mixtum masonry of the walls, rounded arches, peculiar capitals, 
contacts, the impact of the process of Romanization was felt more in the coastal cities and in Mtskheta, 
the political centre of the Iberian kingdom. Earlier, the diffusion of Hellenistic culture and its technical 
achievements in Colchis paved the way for the advent of the Romans in the Caucasus and the start of 
Romanization. 
*** 
 STAMPS OF ROMAN MILITARY UNITS AND POLITICAL SITUATION. The military-Political 
history is researched on the basis of a study of the available written sources and archaeological evidence 
of the cultural and historical development of Colchis and Iberia. From the sixties of the 1
st
 c.  BC, when 
the Georgian states first came in contact with Roman legions, and till the Roman Empire had ceased to 
exist, these states kept up close contacts. The study of the history of Roman-Georgian relations is of 
paramount significance to the political history of Georgia.  
       Modern Georgia lies in the central and western part of Transcaucasia. The political-economic 
situation of ancient Georgia differed in various periods.    
        The terrain of Colchis, and partly Iberia, bounded by mountains, created an advantageous defensive 
and military-strategic environment. Notable from this viewpoint is the assessment of the theatre of 
military operations in the Caucasus Mountains and adjacent territory, given by Lucius Licinius Lucullus, 
Roman general of the 1
st
  c. BC (see Plutarch, Lucullus,14). Significant information in this respect is also 
found in (Flavius) Arrian’s written report to the Emperor Hadrian. Arrian visited the Black Sea littoral of 
Georgia as the emperor’s military and administrative official (see his Periplus Ponti). The fragment of a 
stele with the inscription of Arrian: HADR[ian]…[castra in Sebastopoli curavit] PER. FL[avius]. 
A[rrian]. LEG[atum] discovered In Suchumi (Sebastopolis) [see Rostovtzeff, 1907] is notable too.  
In studying of the  military and political history of Georgia of the Roman period, alongside Greco-
Latin authors, viz. Strabo’s Geography, XI,3; Tacitus’s Annals, VI,34; Appian’s HR, XII, 94,103; 
Arrian’s Periplus, 8-11; Dio’s History of Rome, XXXVII, LXX, the special significance is attached to the 
epigraphic monuments: Eshera 1st century BC; Mtskheta 75 AD, the so-called Vespasian’s; the so-called 
Monumentum Ancyranum near Ankara; The Ostian Parsman II’s; Mtskheta’s so-called Armazi bilingual; 
the so-called Shapur’s near Istakhar, inscriptions etc.  
During the inspection tour of the Colchian littoral by Flavius Arrian, legate of the Emperor 
Hadrian, Pityus was an insignificant harbor (Arr., PPE, 18). As shown by archaeological excavations of 
recent years, at the end of the 1
st
 c. AD. or in the second half of the 2
nd
 century, the Romans built a 
temporary fortification in Pityus, the remains of which are presented well (wooden beams) in the central 
part of the castellum.  
Ancient Georgia (Iberia-Colchis), lying at the juncture of Asia and Europe, was the arena of 
hostilities between military and political-economic forces of countries of Iranian-Parthian, on the one 
hand, and Roman orientation, on the other. Notwithstanding Rome’s might, it failed to bring Colchis 
under control. Nor was this achieved by the hand of Aristarchus, Mithridates of Pergamum or Polemo. 
Lucullus’s prediction to the effect that it was very difficult to subdue this region partly came true (see 
Plutarch, Lucullus, 14). Indeed, Inner Colchis, with its’ gorges, hard-to-cross rivers must have not been 
easy to subjugate. This was compounded by aggressively inclined principalities and warlike mountain 
population. The Romans succeeded in establishing a definite control over the Black Sea littoral. The 
coastal cities must have served as their main strongholds in which – unlike Inner Colchis – the Greco-
Roman economic and cultural influence was stronger. The Colchian littoral was the strategic and 
communication base indispensable for Rome to establish her influence in Asia Minor and the Bosphorus. 
The stamped bricks and slabs of Roman military units discovered in the eastern Black Sea area provide 
proof of their activities and of their presence at strategic points along the Colchian littoral, as well as to 
their participation in controlling the Caucasus region and ensuring the security of trade in the Black Sea 
littoral. 
Stamps of Roman military units constitute a significant historical source. Archaeologically attested 
stamps of Roman legions and subdivisions provide documentary evidence for the place, time and function 
of the deployment of Roman units in one or another region of the Empire. Several stamps have been 
discovered on the eastern Black Sea littoral: Bichvinta (Pityus/Pityunt in ancient written sources - Strabo 
11. 2. 14; Pliny ,NH 6. 16; Arrian PPE 27; etc.), the village of Moedani (Lanchkhuti district), the right 
bank of the River Supsa, and the village of Tsikhisdziri (Petra in Byzantine sources - Justinus Nov. 28) 
and Gonio (Apsarus/Apsarunt in Graeco-Roman written sources - Pliny NH 6. 12; Arrian PPE, 6, 9, 16; 
Anon. PPE,41 - Stephanus of. Byzantium s.v.; etc.).  
Archaeological study of the Bichvinta area revealed three fragments of stamped ceramic slabs of a 
Roman legion. One was found in a tower near Lake Inkiti, in a 2nd- 3rd-century level [Lordkipanidze 
O.1963, 105-06]. The slab is of local, reddish-brown clay, mould-made. The stamp is square-shaped. The 
letters are clearly legible: LEG. Another fragment was found in the area of the castellum of Pityus, in a 
level of the end of the 2
nd
 c. AD. It is of local reddish-brown clay, mould-manufactured, with a square 
stamp. Part of the stamp has survived: G and XV. The third fragment was brought to light during the 
excavations of the western gate of the castellum - in a level of the 2
nd
 -3
rd
 centuries [Kiguradze el al. 
1987, 88]. The slab is of local, reddish-brown clay, mould-made. Only the letter  G  survives on the 
square slab. Following analogies, these three stamps have been deciphered as LEG[IO] XV [Apollinaris]. 
Ceramic stamps and tiles, analogues of those of Bichvinta legion XV, have been discovered at Satala, 
which was the permanent station of this legion. They are precise analogues of the Bichvinta stamps. As it 
is known, in connection with the imminent conflict and the Alans becoming more restless, legion XV was 
transferred in AD 74 from Pannonia. From that time until the 5
th
 century, the legion was situated in 
Satala, on the border of Eastern Cappadocia. Later, troops of legions XII and XV were deployed in 
G.  Gamkrelidze 
 
 
13 
 
Anatolian cities too [Elinitski, 1950, 194.] During the reign of the emperor Vespasian, legion XII was 
transferred from Syria to Cappadocia, and later, in the time of the emperor Titus, to Melitene 
[Maksimova, 1965, 316]. Under Domitian troops of legion XII Fulminata appeared in Albania too - as a 
separate detachment together with Iberians. Some scholars consider Iberia - along with Colchis - to have 
been one of the bases of legion XII in Vespasian's time. In their view, Roman military units were 
stationed in Mtskheta as well [Kudryavtsev 1949, 60]. There also is an opposite view according to which 
a Roman garrison was not stationed in the Iberian capital Mtskheta. Indeed, to date stamps of Roman 
military units have so far not been discovered in Mtskheta. However, Roman participation in the 
fortification work in Mtskheta cannot be doubted, as is clearly demonstrated by an inscription of 
Vespasian, dated to AD 75 and brought to light in Mtskheta: “Let this wall stand firmly for the king of 
Iberia, Mithridates, the friend of Caesar and for the Iberian people, ally of the Romans” [Tsereteli 1958, 
5-20]. 
The inscribed stele appears to have been set up in Mtskheta in the name of the Roman emperor. 
Notably enough, Roman-type building materials - fired bricks, ceramic slabs, lime mortar and Roman 
construction techniques gained ground in Colchis and Iberia.  
During the inspection tour of the Colchian littoral, by Flavius Arrian, legate of the emperor 
Hadrian, Pityus was an insignificant harbor (PPE 18). As excavation has shown, at the end of the 1
st
  
century AD, or in the second half of the 2
nd
  century, the Romans built a temporary fortification in Pityus, 
the remains of which are well preserved (wooden beams) in the central part of the castellum. Pityus 
claimed the special attention of Romans from the AD 130s, confirmed by the discovery of a Latin 
inscription in the area of the stronghold saying that a permanent garrison was stationed in Pityus between 
the years 135 and 152. The building of a stone fortification structure must have been commenced in the 
same period, with the participation of the unit of construction engineers of legion XV. Judging by the 
dimensions of the castellum (150 x 170 m), the garrison of the Pityus legion XV would not have exceeded 
one cohort. As evidenced by the part of a ballista axle, discovered in the 3
rd
 -4
th
 c. level, the garrison was 
equipped with stone-throwing machines. According to Tacitus, legion XV was armed with large machines 
for hurling (Ann. 3. 23). Ballistae, onagers and catapults constituted the technical equipment of legions 
alone; hence, it should be conjectured that a legionary cohort was stationed at Pityus.  
A fragment of a stamped slab of a Roman military unit, discovered in the area of a fortification 
building in Moedani is identical with the Pityus stamped slabs. The slab is square, cast in a mould and of 
reddish-brown clay. Three letters survive: LEG. The slab may have belonged to legion XV. This Roman 
stamped brick discovered in Moedani may have belonged to the military unit that guarded the approaches 
to the Phasis stronghold. Arrian wrote that Phasis was fortified so well that no one could approach it 
(PPE 9). For archaeological evidence on Phasis, see [Gamkrelidze 2001]. In Arrian's words, 400 fighters 
were stationed in the brick-built Phasis fortress. In the view of some scholars, the Phasis garrison may not 
have been legionary, for numerically it was almost part of a military unit. The garrison of Phasis, which 
corresponded to one cohort rather than two maniples, both quantitatively and qualitatively must have been 
of the type akin to modern “commandos”. However, in Arrian's words, the Phasis garrison was equipped 
with ballistae, which means that this garrison was legionary as well.  
The fragment of stamped brick of a Roman legion discovered in Tsikhisdziri (Petra) is of a 
relatively different content. It was found in the area of the former fort in Tsikhisdziri, Kobuleti 
municipality. It may be generally dated to the 3
rd
 - 4
th
 centuries - according to the latest archaeological 
evidence, Petra-Tsikhisdziri appears to have been restored in the same period. The Tsikhisdziri brick is of 
square form, cast in a mould, and of reddish-brown clay. The letters are clearly legible: VEX.FA. Most 
scholars have deciphered the stamp as: Vex [illationes Legionis XII] et XV A[Pollinaris] [Kiguradze et al. 
1987, 88]. Recently it has been deciphered: VEX [illation] FA [siana]. Accordingly, the Petra stamped 
brick must have been made in the workshop of the Phasis garrison, while the latter garrison may have 
been Pedites singulares or a special construction unit, which manufactured building material for the other 
Black Sea forts [Speidel 1985b, 139]. Notably enough, the stamped bricks or ceramic slabs, discovered in 
the northern Black Sea area, point to the traditional construction activity of the legion's vexillation; 
besides, a 2
nd
 - century Latin inscription tells us about the construction activity of vexillations of legions 
XII and XV. Thus, participation of separate vexillations of the legions in the construction of the Petra 
fortress should not be ruled out. At the time under discussion, a small Roman military unit must have 
been situated at Petra.  
As to Apsarus (Gonio), researchers continue to make use of Arrian's report on the number and 
character of its garrison: “five speirai are stationed at Apsarus”(PPE 6), traditionally translated as five 
cohorts or half a legion [Latyshev 1904, 207]. Accordingly, the majority of scholars have considered the 
Roman military units of Apsarus to have a legionary garrison. But the fragment of a papyrus discovered 
in the Fayum and, which is most important, the stamped brick of a Roman military unit found in Gonio, 
have shed light on this vague issue. The papyrus fragment, dated to the 2
nd
 century, refers to Martialus, a 
veteran of cohort II, named after Claudius and stationed at Apsarus [Speidel 1985, 178]. The validity of 
this evidence is confirmed by the stamped brick fragment found in the central part of the castellum of 
Apsarus in a level of the 1
st
 - 2
nd
 c. The brick is local, fired, of reddish-brown clay, cast in a mould; while 
the stamp is square, the letters being legible - CO II. The stamp is deciphered as: CO[HORS] II 
[Claudiana]. It is known that this was an auxiliary cohort deployed in Cappadocia in the mid- 2
nd
 century. 
The other four cohorts named by Arrian in Apsarus are also considered to have been auxiliaries. It is 
notable that Arrian's speira, too, is a direct translation of the Latin maniple, being equal to one-third of a 
cohort or a unit of 150-200 men. As five speirai in theory form one and a half cohorts, the troops must 
have numbered 1000, which fully accords with the capacity of the castellum of Apsarus. Based on its 
dimensions (195 x 245 m), the Apsarus fort would have accommodated 1000 soldiers, which was a fairly 
large force to garrison Apsarus. It should be noted that this garrison far exceeded in number those of 
Phasis, Sebastopolis and Pityus. This  points to the special importance of Apsarus in the system of 
frontier fortification of the Black Sea and the Caucasus.  
          Thus, the stamped bricks and slabs of Roman military units discovered in the eastern Black Sea 
area provide documentary proof of the activities of such units and of their presence at strategic points 
along the Colchian littoral, as well as their participation in controlling the Caucasus region the Black Sea 
coast (On the Romans on the Colchian Black Sea coast, see [Lekvinadze 1969; Braund 1994, 171-204)].  
          The expansion of the Roman – followed by the annexation of the Black Sea littoral – also proved 
negative for Colchis. Colchis turned into an arena of hostilities between the Kingdom of Pontus and 
Rome, the latter exerting a definite influence on the development of Colchis, and later of Iberia. On the 
one hand, this influence proved negative, for the littoral fell under the political influence of Rome, while 
in some regions – owing to Rome’s flexible policy – the situation grew unstable, ending subsequently in 
the development of ― principalities – semi-dependent on Rome (e.g. the Lazica, Saniges, Heniochi, 
Apsiles, Abazgoi; see Arrian’s Periplus, 11). On the other hand, Rome – a highly developed, advanced 
state of the period – played a somewhat positive role: in particular, the local population became closely 
acquainted with the progressive Roman culture; Roman commercial capital appeared in the coastal cities; 
acquaintance was made with new war tactics and technology. Much wealth entered the country, bringing 
about economic advance and an accelerated tempo of development of manufacture. Notably enough, the 
frequent military operations in Colchis optimum stress situations, calling for quick resolutions of 
organizational questions, contributed to the social consolidation of the local population. 
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  Eastern Black Sea used to play an important role in geopolitical space of Roman Empire. In the 
middle 1
st
 c. AD. a special Pontus-Caucasian frontier system was formed in order to serve the purpose of 
reinforcement of Roman positions in the Caucasus and to take the Northern Caucasus region under good 
control as well. However, these tasks were not always handled by means of mentioned above system, 
therefore, the role of Pontus- Caucasian frontier system used to vary time to time. In the 1
st
 - 2
nd
 c. AD. 
Pontus-Caucasian defense system is under formation process. This process was finalized after 
modernization of the Eastern frontier of the Empire in the 2
nd
 - 3
rd
 c. AD. and Roman military forces had 
entered Pityus. Pontus-Caucasian frontier system indeed provided security at the remote Northern 
Caucasian frontiers of the Roman Empire and facilitated establishment of Roman positions in the 
Caucasian Region overall.  In the middle of the 3
rd
 c. AD.  the system ceased its existence and its 
recovery and renovation became possible only in the 3
rd
 - 4
th
 c. AD. 
 At the end of the 4
th 
c. AD. the positions of Pontus-Caucasian frontier-defense was weakened and 
they were limited to castles in Apsarus-Sebastopolis only. Phasis, Apsarus, Sebastopolis and Pityus 
remained coastal military type towns within the Pontus-Caucasian frontier-defense system during the 1
st
 
c. AD. From the second half of the 3
rd
 c. AD. these towns developed into important trading points and in 
some cases cultural-educational (Phasis) and religion (Pityus) centers.  
Along with the organizational formation of Pontus-Caucasian frontier-defense system and 
consequent enlargement of military forces the flow of Roman import increased significantly in Colchis 
(ceramics, glassware, metal, etc., mainly dominated by Asia Minor products). Transportation of import 
production was carried out through the Sea passage. Products were mostly oriented for use of Roman 
military units. The  provision of logistic support for them used to arrive by means of the central system, 
from Trapezus in the 2
nd
 - 3
rd
 c. AD. from  Antioch in the  4
th
 c. AD. The level of Roman influence varied 
through the regions of Colchis. It was more visible along the coastal line near the settlements around 
castellums. The process of  Romanisation of local population, usually so characteristic of provinces of 
Roman Empire, is not observed on Eastern Black Sea coast in the period of the 1
st
 - 4
th
c. AD. 
         Joining of the Eastern Black Sea coast to the Roman common frontier- defense system contributed 
to the introduction of elements of advanced Roman culture into local culture, promoted the military, 
political, economic stability of  Black Sea coastal towns and its surrounding area, invasions of Northern 
Caucasian tribes ceased. Roman traditions significantly defined historical-cultural direction of ancient 
Georgia which finally was oriented towards the Christian world. 
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           iberiis samefo da romanizaciis  procesi. evropis da aziis sazRvarze 
mdebare saqarTvelos miwa-wyalze, saukuneebis ganmavlobaSi, istoriul-
kulturuli ganviTarebis xangrZlivi da Taviseburi procesi mimdinareobda. 
qarTveli xalxi, ganviTarebis Tavdapirvel safexurze, gansaxlebuli iyo sami 
mdinaris _ mtkvris, rionis da Woroxis auzebSi. Zv. w. VI s.-dan zemoxsenebul 
teritoriaze dawinaurda da politikuri hegemonoba moipova kolxeTis samefom da 
Semdgom iberiis (resp. qarTlis) samefom. maT adgilsa da safuZvelze Semdeg 
ganviTarda erTiani saxelmwifo _ saqarTvelo.  
           saqarTvelos reliefi, or ZiriTad gansxvavebul nawilad iyofa: mTa-
mTiswineTad da bar-dablobad. mTa-mTiswineTi _ kavkasionis mTavari qedi da 
gverdiTi qedebia. am mTianeTSi gadioda bilik-gzebi, romliTac Zveli mosaxleoba 
ukavSirdeboda erTmaneTs. aseTi reliefi  mosaxerxebel dasasaxlebel adgilebs da 
TavdacviT garemos qmnida. aq sakmao raodenobiT moipoveba saSeni masala: xe, Tixa, 
qva da metalurgiuli nedleuli _ spilenZi, rkina, kala. Zveli saqarTvelos 
sameurneo yofisaTvis didi mniSvneloba eqneboda iseT mcenareebs, rogoric iyo 
xorbali, qeri, vazi, fetvi, Wvavi, wabli, Romi, kakali, Txili, leRvi, zRmartli, 
xaxvi da sxv. xelsayreli pirobebi iyo sameurneo-agraruli saqmianobisaTvisac. 
            aRmosavleT saqarTveloSi, ZiriTadi sameurneo-samiwaTmoqmedo farTobebi 
ganlagebuli iyo Sida qarTlis vakeze, md. mtkvris xeobaSi, tirifonis da muxranis 
nayofier velebze, qvemo qarTlis barSi da alaznis velze. aq hava mSrali 
kontinenturia. amitom intensiuri miwaTmoqmedebisaTvis saWiro iyo sarwyavi 
arxebis gayvana. Zveli avtori straboni, romlis Txzulebebic damajerebeli 
safuZvlianobiT gamoirCeva, iberiis Sesaxeb gadmogvcems: "iberia umetesad kargad 
aris dasaxlebuli qalaqebiT da soflebiT; iq aris kramitis saxuraviani saxlebi, 
romlebic arqiteqturulad mowyobilia; bazrebi da sxva... qveynis nawili 
kavkasionis mTebiTaa garSemortymuli ... SuaSi aris dablobi, mdinareebiT 
morwyuli; udidesi maT Soris aris mtkvari. ... is moedineba saZovrebiT mdidar 
velze, erTvis sxva mraval mdinares, romelTa Soris aris alazani, sandobani... yvela 
eseni sanaosnoni arian da uerTdebian kaspiis zRvas" (straboni, XI, III, 1,2). 
           iberiis noyieri niadagi, mravalferovani reliefi, hidroresursebis simravle, 
madneuli, floris da faunis mravalsaxeoba sazogadoebis progresisaTvis karg 
safuZvels iZleoda. iberiis samefos ekonomika da politikuri mdgomareoba 
sxvadasxva periodSi sxvadasxvanairi iyo. iberias geopolitikurad erT-erTi 
sakvanZo teritoria ekava. aq xdeboda aRmosavluri da dasavluri civilizaciebis 
garkveuli Tanxvedra.  
          Zveli samyaros yvelaze mZlavrma liTonma _ rkinam, kacobriobis civilizaciis 
winsvla daaCqara. Zv.w.XIIsaukunidan saqarTveloSi TandaTanobiT rkinis metalurgia 
iwyeba. aRmosavleT saqarTvelos teritoriaze mravladaa arqeologiurad 
aRmoCenili adrerkinis periodis arqeologiuri Zeglebi – samosaxloebi, 
samarovnebi, samlocveloebi, metalurgiuli da keramikuli warmoebis naSTebi. am 
periodis Zeglebi gaTxril-gamokvleulia: Sida qarTlSi, centraluri kavkasionis 
samxreT kalTaze, qvemo qarTlSi, mesxeT-javaxeTSi, kaxeTSi da a.S. gvianbrinjao-
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adrerkinis periodis msxvili dasaxleba, aRmoCenilia TbilisSic _ diRomSi, 
“Treligorebi”.  
arqeologiuri gaTxrebisas gamovlenini rkinis iaraRis Seswavlis 
safuZvelze gairkva, rom adgilobrivma xelosnebma, madnis quraSi dnoba, yalibSi 
Camosxma, cxlad Wedva, wrToba da sxva rTuli teqnilogiuri xerxebi icodnen. Zv.w. 
VIII s-dan rkinis warmoeba aq ufro intensiuri xdeba.  aRmoCenilia rkinis maxvilebi, 
culebi, isrisa da Subis pirebi, saxnisebi, Toxebi, namglebi, danebi, cxenis 
aRkazmuloba da sxv. Zv.w. VII s-dan kavkasiaSi rkina-foladis sayovelTao 
gavrcelebis periodi iwyeba, rac sazogadoebis sameurneo-socialuri ganviTarebis 
teqnikuri progresis bazas qmnida.  
bunebrivia, rom didi yorRanebis, TavdacviTi da sarwyavi arxebis ageba 
Sesabamisi Sromis iaraRebisa da mravalricxovan adamianTa kargad organizebuli 
Sromis gareSe warmoudgeneli iqneboda. agreTve bunebrivia, rom am samuSaoebs 
xelmZRvanelobdnen codna-gamocdilebis mqone gamorCeuli pirovnebebi. swored es 
liderebi anxorcielebdnen am mosaxleobis dasaxlebebis dacvas. amrigad, 
TavdacviTi da sacxovrebeli problemebis erToblivi ZalisxmeviT  gadawyvetis 
pirobebSi xdeboda garkveuli politikuri konsolidacia. samuSaoebis maStabebis da 
TavdacviTi mzadyofnis zrdasTan erTad izrdeba liderebis roli sazogadoebaSi. 
amavdroulad Cndeba erTiani winamZRoli, romelsac danarCeni liderebi 
emorCilebian. amgvar sazogadoebriv-politikur struqturas, romelic 
winasaxelmwifoebrividan saxelmwifoze gardamaval etaps warmoadgens 
protosaxelmwifoebriv sazogadoebriv wyobas eZaxian. zemoT naxsenebma 
garemoebebma Semdgom xeli Seuwyo Zlieri politikuri erTeulis iberiis samefos 
warmoqmnas.  
           iberiis Zv.w. IV_ ax.w. III ss. istoriisaTvis ZiriTad werilobiT wyaros 
warmoadgens "qarTlis cxovrebis" nawili _ "cxovreba qarTvelTa mefeTa da 
pirvelTaganTa mamaTa da naTesavTa", romlis Semdgenel-gadamweria swavluli 
leonti mroveli. is winamorbedTa mravalferovani, qarTuli da ucxouri 
TxzulebebiT sargeblobda. "cxovreba qarTvelTa mefeTaSi ..." moyvanili cnobebis 
(personaJebis, punqtebis da sxv.) umetesi nawili, axali arqeologiuri gaTxrebis 
Sedegad, sadReisod dokumenturad dadasturebulia. mag.: cixe-qalaqebi _ 
nastakisi, sarkine, cixe-goji, armazcixe(bagineTi), Sorapani, dimna; istoriuli 
personaJebi _ artagi (anu artoke), farsman I, farsman qveli, miTridate (anu 
mihrdati), amazaspi. arqeologiurad aRmoCenil epigrafikul ZeglebSi dasturdeba 
istoriul pirTa saxelebi: mefe farsmani naxsenebia 75 wliT daTariRebul e.w. 
vespasianes warweraSi, romelic md. mtkvris marjvena mxares armazcixesTan 
aRmoCnda. aqve ixsenieba mefe miTridate. is agreTve ixsenieba e.w. # 1 warweraSi, 
romelic armazSi aRmoCnda. mefe miTridate moixsenieba q. romSi aRmoCenil 
warweraSic. mefe farsmani figurirebs q. romis navsadgur ostiaSi aRmoCenil 
warweraSi. igive mefe naxsenebia mcxeTaSi, armazSi arqeologiurad gaTxril e.w. 
"armazis bilingvazec." amave bilingvazeve moxseniebulia "iberTa didi mefe 
qsefarnugi". "iberTa didi mefe amazaspe" moixsenieba rqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis 
Sedegad gamovlenil warweraSi. 
         "cxovreba  qarTvelTa mefeTaSi..." naxseneb istoriul pirTa moqmedebani 
mrvalgzis aRiwereba agreTve berZnul-laTinur wyaroebSi. mag.: iberiis mefe artags 
Zv.w. 65 wels pompeusis iberiaSi brZolebis aRwerisas axsenebs _ apiane da dion 
kasiusi. mefe farsmans _ tacitusi. mefe farsman II-s ixseniebs flavius ariane; 
aelios spartiane; iuli kapitolini da sxv. werilobiT wyaroebSi naxsenebi iberiis 
mefeebi qarTlis xelmZRvanel-organizatorebi iyvnen. mefe farnavazis mier 
gatarebulma samxedro-administraciulma reformebma gaaZliera iberiis samefos. 
Semdgom es reformebi farnavazianTa dinastiis sxva mefeebma ganavrces.  
 Zveli qarTuli saistorio wyaro "qarTlis cxovreba" ZiriTadad sandod 
miiCnies jer kidev mecxramete saukunis pirveli naxevris cnobilma evropelma 
mecnier-istorikosebma _ J. sen-martinma da mari brosem. "qarTlis cxovrebasTan" 
erTad mocemuli periodis saqarTvelos istoriis mniSvnelovani wyaroa "moqcevai 
qarTlisai". masSi gansakuTrebiT sayuradReboa am Txzulebis pirveli nawili, sadac 
mokle qronikis saxiT iberiis samefos istoriaa gadmocemuli. "moqcevai 
qarTlisaiSi" moyvanili istoriuli cnobebis realoba iseve, rogorc "qarTlis 
cxovrebisa," arqeologiuri da berZnul-laTinuri werilobiTi wyaroebis 
monacemebiT dasturdeba.  
           mdinareebis zemo evfratis, Woroxis, mtkvris da araqsis saTaveebis mimdebare 
teritoriaze qarTvelur tomTa gaerTianebis Sedegad Zv.w. XI-VIIIs.s.-Si ganviTarda 
da protosaxelmwifod Camoyalibda diaoxis qveyani, romelic araerTxel 
moixsenieba uZveles lursmul warwerebSi. diaoxis mezoblad asureTis da urartus 
agresiuli qveynebi mdebareobdnen, romelTac diaoxi medgar winaaRmdegobas 
uwevda. dasawyisisaTvis, albaT am did politikur gaerTianebaSi Sediodnen 
kolxebis nawili, muSxebi (Semdgom mesxebi), sasperebi (Semdgom sperebi).  
lursmulma werilobiTma wyaroebma Semoinaxes cnobebi diaoxis qveynis 
Sesaxeb, romlis mixedviTac, aq ganviTarebuli yofila miwaTmoqmedeba-
mecxoveleoba, metalurgia, oqrosa da vercxlis mopoveba-damuSaveba. urartus mefe 
menuas Zv.w. VIII s.-is warweridan, romelic q. arzrumis maxloblad kldezea nakveTi 
cnobilia: “. . . gavemarTe salaSqrod diaoxis Zlevamosili qveynis winaaRmdeg, . . . 
menua: davimorCile diauxis qveyana da misi samefo qalaqi sasili, . . . gadavwvi cixe-
simagreebi . . . mefe diaoxisa . . . me is Seviwyale gadasaxadis gadaxdis samagierod. 
momca man oqro da vercxli; momca gadasaxadi” sxv.        
           herodotes (ix. istoria IV, 34) mixedviT Savi zRvidan sparseTis yuremde sul 
oTxi xalxi saxlobs. esenia iranelebi, midielebi, kolxebi da sasperebi. saxeli speri 
samxreT saqarTvelos istoriuli provinciis saxelSic SemorCa. sasperebi es is 
qarTveluri modgmis tomia, romlebmac Semdeg sazogadoebis konsolidaciis 
Sedegad, md. mtkvris Sua welze centriT mcxeTaSi qarTlis samefo Seqmnes da 
romlebsac Zveli berZnul-romauli werilobiTi wyaroebi iberiis samefos 
uwodeben.  
          Zv.w. 334 wels mcire aziaSi aleqsandre makedonelis kargad organizebuli armia 
gamoCnda. kavkasiaSi, makedonelebis mxardaWeriT samxreT-dasaavleT transkavkasiis 
erT-erTma qarTveluri gaerTianebis, „arian qarTlis“ xelmZRvanelma, azonma 
ilaSqra. cixe-qalaq sarkines aRebiT qarTveluri modgmis gaerTianebebs Soris 
qiSpoba dasrulda. iberiaSi makedonelTa mier aRzevebulma azonma xelT igdo 
Zalaufleba. amis Semdeg, rogorc Cans, aq azonis mier gansxvavebuli wesrigis 
damyareba daiwyo da mmarTvelobis axali formebi, proberZnul-makedonuri, 
Semovida. iberiis samefos konsolidaciis procesi Cans mtkivneulad mimdinareobda. 
calkeuli mxareebis warCinebul meomarTa gundebi ucxo Zalis gamoyenebaSi 
xedavdnen gamosavals, raTa upirvelesebi gamxdariyvnen da mTeli Zalaufleba xelT 
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egdoT. am daundobel brZolebSi xan kimeriel-skviTebs, xan iranelebs, xanac berZen-
makedonelebs iyenebdnen. raRac etapze warCinebulma azonma berZen-makedonelTa 
daxmarebiT imZlavra da Tavisi Zalauflebis gasamagreblad umkacresi RonisZiebebi 
gaatara. 
           azons daupirispirda mcxeTeli warCinebuli farnavazi Tavisi momxreebiT. am 
dapirispirebas azonis xelisuflebis damxoba mohyva. azonis da farnavazis 
momxreTa Soris sabrZolo moqmedebebiT gamowveuli ngrevis mowmobaa saqarTvelos 
teritoriaze dadasturebuli Zv.w. IV s. miwurulis gadamwvari namosaxlarebi, 
romlebic arqeologebis mier Seswavlilia saqarTvelos sxvadasxva kuTxeSi. 
damarcxebuli azoni samxreT-dasavleT transkavkasiisken ixevs da iq Tavis mamulSi 
magrdeba. farnavazs da azons Soris gadamwyveti brZola qalaq artaanTan 
(mdebareobs md. mtkvris zemo dinebaze, axla _ q. ardahani) moxda. 
 Zv.w.III s-is dasawyisSi farnavazma moaxerxa mTeli qarTlis da kolxeTis 
mniSvnelovani nawilis gaerTianeba. man safuZveli Cauyara farnavazianebis samefo 
dinastias. werilobiTi wyaroebi mas miawers iberiis samefos samxedro organizaciis 
reformebs. mefe farnavazma saxelmwifo samxedro-administraciul provinciebad 
(anu saerisTavoebad) dayo, romelTa saTaveSi saero da samxedro xelisuflebiT 
aRWurvili, erTguli warCinebulebi daayena. werilobiTi wyaroebis mixedviT, 
farnavazis dros kolxeTis didi nawili iberiis samefos farglebSia moqceuli.  
            farnavazianTa epoqis iberiis samefos politikur-samxedro organizaciis 
sakmaod kargi sistema hqonda. iberiis samefos umaRlesi mTavarsardali mefe iyo, 
romlis xelSic saxelmwifoebrivi marTvis mTavari sadaveebi iyrida Tavs. strabonis 
monacemebiT, mefis Semdeg meore piri mxedarTmTavari iyo, romelic samefo 
gvaridan iniSneboda (ix. straboni XI, III, 6). mas qveynis samxedro-administraciuli 
mxareebis xelmZRvanelebi _ erisTavebi eqvemdebarebodnen. Tavis mxriv erisTavebs 
eqvemdebarebodnen aTasisTavebi da asisTavebi. mxedarTmTavari (anu erisTavT-
erisTavi) ganagebda samxedro uwyebas da evaleboda samefos SeiaraRebuli Zalebis 
marTva. is, agreTve, pasuxs agebda jaris mobilizebaze, mowinaaRmdegis Sesaxeb 
sadazvervo informaciis mopovebaze da sabrZolo wrTvna-mzadyofnaze. samxedro-
aristokratiuli gvaris Svilebis aRzrda-wvrTnaSi wamyvani adgili nadirobas 
eniWeboda. nadiroba omisaTvis mzadebis saukeTeso xerxi iyo da samxedro-fizikuri 
momzadebis kompleqsur saSualebas wamoadgenda. is momaval meomars iaraRis 
xmarebas _ Subis da isris mizanSi tyorcnis unars, cxenosnobas; sxvadasxva 
sabrZolo xerxs, swraf manevrirebas, mamacobas, fizikur gamZleobas uviTarebda da 
aCvevda.       
           iberiis samefo teritoriul-administraciul erTeulebad iyo dayofili. maT 
adgilobrivi samxedro-aristokratiis warmomadgenlebi, erisTavebi, marTavdnen, 
romelTac berZnuli da arameuli werilobiTi wyaroebi moixsenebs (ix. straboni XI, 
II, 18). erisTavi, misdami daqvemdebarebul teritoriaze, samefo xelisuflebis 
umaRlesi warmomadgeneli iyo. igi aq sajaro da samxedro xelisuflebas 
axorcielebda. erisTavis insigniebs, romelsac is mefisagan iRebda, warmoadgenda _ 
kverTxi-skiptra, gansakuTrebuli sabeWdavi-beWedi, mdidruli sartyeli, 
SeiaraReba da sxv. (xsenebuli nivTebi dokumenturad dadasturebulia saqarTvelos 
arqeologiur masalaSi; ix. mag. mcxeTaSi aRmoCenil mdidrul nekropolebSi 
dadasturebuli artefaqtebi). 
iberiis samefos saxelmwifo aparatis moqmedebis erT-erTi umTavresi 
sazrunavi samxedro kontingentis Sevseba iyo. masSi Sediodnen Tavisufali 
meTemeebi, samxedro-aristokratiuli gvaris Svilebi, daqiravebuli profesionali 
meomrebi. mefes mudmivi, ZiriTadi, samxedro razmebi da piradi mcveli razmi hyavda. 
sagvareulo Temebidan gamohyavdaT xalxi, romelic saomrad Tavisi SeiaraRebiT 
midioda da saxelmwifo jaris umetes masas warmoadgenda. aseTi kategoriis 
meTemeebi omis dasrulebis Semdeg ubrundebodnen Tavis karmidamos da 
samiwaTmoqmedo saqmianobas. straboni am meTemeebs "meomarTa da miwaTmoqmedTa" (ix. 
straboni XI, III, 6) fenas uwodebda. 
           iberiis samefos SeiaraRebuli Zalebis ierarqiuli struqtura zogadad aseTi 
unda yofiliyo: umaRlesi mTavarsardali _ mefe; mTavarsardali _ samefo 
samxedro uwyebis uSualo xelmZRvaneli, erisTavT-erisTavi; dRevandeli 
terminologiiT ufrosi oficroba _  umaRlesi sardloba, teritoriuli 
erTeulebidan gamosuli meomrebis sardlebi; saSualo da umcrosi oficroba _ 
aTasisTavebi, cixisTavebi (samefo simagreebis garnizonis xelmZRvanelebi), 
asisTavebi (aristokratiuli gvaris umcrosi Svilebi), daqiravebuli profesionali 
samxedroebi; jariskacebi _ omis SemTxvevaSi mobilizebuli meTemeebi.  
          omis dros qveyanas daaxloebiT 30.000 qveiTis da 10.000 cxenosnis mobilizeba 
SeeZlo (ix. straboni XI, IV, 5 (?)). amrigad, rogorc Cans iberiis mefes imdroisaTvis 
sakmaod mravalricxovani jari SeeZlo saomrad gamoeyvana. am jaris nawili kargad 
gawvrTnili iyo da friad mrisxane Zalas warmoadgenda. pompeusTan omis dros 
iberias apianes monacemebiT sakmaod mravalricxovani jari yavda (ix. apiane, 
miTridatika, 103).  
          iberiis samefos jari (ix. straboni, XI, III, 3; XI, IV, 5; apiane, miTridatika, 103; q.c.; 
plutarqe, lukulusi, 31) ZiriTadad ori gvareobisagan, qveiTi da cxenosani 
danayofebisagan Sedgeboda. esenia: mefis mcveli mZimed SeiaraRebuli da kargad 
gawvrTnili razmi. isini SeiaraRebuli iyvnen _ SubebiT, satevrebiT, sabrZolo 
culebiT, mSvild-isrebiT, jaWv-javSnebiT, muzaradebiT, farebiT; cxenosanTa da 
qveiTTa kargad SeiaraRebuli aseulebi. am orive gvareobis jaris SeiaraRebac 
albaT, ZiriTadad mefis razmisnairi iyo. maT SeiaraRebaSi sabrZolo etlebi da qvis 
yumbarebis satyorcni manqanebic hqondaT; qveiTTa msubuqad, damcavi jaWv-javSnis 
gareSe, SeiaraRebuli laSqari ZiriTadad, SubebiT, SurdulebiT, mSvild-isrebiT da 
xis farebiT ibrZoda. isini yvelaze mravalricxovani iyvnen. 
iberiis samefos Tavdacvis sistemaSi mniSvnelovani adgili safortifikacio 
nagebobebs ekava, romlebic strategiulad moxerxebul da saWiro adgilebze iyo 
ganlagebuli _ mag.: mcxeTa, ufliscixe, urbnisi, sarkine, nastakisi, Sorapani, dimna 
da sxv. gansakuTrebiT sataxto qalaqi mcxeTa iyo daculi. aq mTavar 
cixesimagresTan (armazcixe) erTad sxva, mZlavri safortifikacio sistema iyo 
agebuli. safortifikacio nagebobebiT gamagrebul-gadaketili iyo agreTve 
saerTod qveyanaSi Semomavali gzebi. bunebrivia, cixesimagreebSi da cixe-qalaqebSi 
specialuri, mcvel-mecixovneTa garnizonebi idga. 
 werilobiTi wyaroebidan kargad Cans, rom iberiis samefos samxedro Zalebi 
kargad flobdnen maSindeli saomari saqmis ZiriTad elementebs. maT icodnen da 
warmatebiT iyenebdnen saomar-taqtikur xerxebs _ swraf ieriSs, gadajgufebas, 
reliefis moxerxebulad gamoyenebas, e.w. partizanuli brZolis elementebs. isini 
omSi mamacni, moxerxebulni da Seupovarni iyvnen. yovelive amis gansaxorcieleblad 
ki maT, Setevis da Tavdacvis, im droisaTvis mowinave, rkinis SeiaraReba hqondaT.  
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          Zv.w. I s. miwurulidan iberiis samefos aRmavlobis da Zlierebis xana daiwyo. amas 
garkveulwilad xels uwyobda axali xelsayreli geopolitikuri situacia. kerZod, 
romsa da parTias Soris gauTavebeli qiSpi da omi. iberiis xelisufleba romis da 
parTiis urTierTwinaaRmdegobas Tavis sasargeblod moxerxebulad iyenebda. I s. 
pirvel naxevarSi iberiis samefo imdenad gaZlierda, rom gaafarTova Tavisi 
sazRvrebi da medgari brZoliT aiRo md. araqsTan mdebare mniSvnelovani cixe-
qalaqi artaqsata. am droisaTvis iberiam daibruna samxreT-dasavleTiT, md. 
Woroxis, md. mtkvris da md. araqsis saTaveebis teritoriebi. 
 ax.w. 30-ian wlebSi, iberiis mefe farsman I-ma romaelebTan SeTanxmebiT, md. 
araqsispireTSi parTelebTan saomrad gaemarTa. mowinaaRdegis jars parTiis mefis 
Svili orodi sardlobda. parTelTa didi laSqari ZiriTadad cxenosnebisagan 
Sedgeboda. iberiis mefis jari am droisaTvis ki Zlier qveiTTa laSqars da 
cxenosanTa swraf razmebs flobda. iberTa mefem farsman I-ma Cinebulad gamoiyena 
adgilobrivi garemo-pirobebi da brZolis nacadi xerxebi. parTiis cxenosani jari ki 
aseT mTagorian garemoSi moqmedebas miuCveveli iyo. iberielTa cxenosnebma jer 
isrebi styorcnes parTelebs, xolo Semdeg qveiTma jarma mwyobrad miitana ieriSi, 
ramac parTelebis sruli marcxi ganapiroba (ix. tacitusi, analebi, IV, 33-35). 
brZolis pirvel etapze farsmanma alya Semoartya mtris saguSagoebs da xelT igdo 
strategiuli _ sakvebis da furaJis maragi (ix. tacitusi, analebi, VI, 34). am 
brZolaSi iberTa mefem sworad gaTvlili manevriT moaxerxa parTelebis 
damarcxeba. amis Semdgom parTelebma kidev ramdenjerme scades iberebTan Sebma, 
magram kvlav marcxi iwvnies. ax.w. 50-ian wlebSi mefe farsman I-ma samxedro daxmareba 
aRmouCina romael sardals gneus domicius korbulons, romelic samxreT 
transkavkasiaSi parTelebs eomeboda (ix. tacitusi, analebi, XIV, 23). 
            II s. pirvel naxevarSi, iberiis samefo taxtze farsman II qveli avida. is ukve 
Seufaravad ebrZvis romis imperias da cdilobs mis gandevnas zRvispira kolxeTidan 
da samxreT transkavkasiidan. iberia, Tavisi interesebis dacvisaTvis gabedulad 
upirispirdeba im droisaTvis samxedro TvalsazrisiT uZlieres saxelmwifoebs, 
romsa da parTias. xsenebuli saxelmwifoebi, rogorc Cans, iberiis samefos 
angariSgasawev Zlier qveynad miiCnevdnen. amitom, imperator antoninus piusis (ax.w. 
138-161 ww.) dros iberias da roms Soris urTierTobebi gamosworda. romaeli 
istorikosi elius spartiani mogviTxobs, rom romis imperatori pativs scemda 
iberTa mefe farsman II-s, radgan misi samxedro mxardaWera sWirdeboda samxreT 
transkavkasiaSi. amis gamo, iberTa mefes uricxvi Zvirfasi saCuqari (SesaZloa, rom 
swored es Zvirfasi nivTebia sadRisod, arqeologiurad aRmoCenili mcxeTaSi; ix. 
mcxeTis arqeologiuri gaTxrebis masalebi), sabrZolo spilo da ormocdaaTkaciani 
mebrZolTa razmi uboZa (ix. elius spartiani). ax.w. 140 wels farsman II amaliT, 
diplomatiuri misiiT, imperiis sataxto qalaq romSi Cavida. aq mas zeimiT Sexvdnen 
da pativiscemis niSnad farsmanis qandakebac ki aRmarTes (ix. dion kasiosi, romis 
istoria, LXX, 2). 
iberiis samefom, romsa da parTias Soris moqnili politikis warmoebis da 
warmatebuli omebis Sedegad sazRvrebi gaifarTova. qveyanaSi didZali simdidre 
Semovida, ramac ekonomikuri winsvla da warmoebis swrafi tempiT ganviTareba 
gamoiwvia. 
         antikur samyarosTan savaWro-ekonomikurma urTierTobam mniSvnelovani rolo 
iTamaSa Zveli saqarTvelos ekonomikur-kulturul winsvlaSi. arsebiTad es 
niSnavda mis integracias xmelTaSuazRvispireT-samxreT evropis ekonomikur 
sistemaSi. albaT, amanac, Zveli saqarTvelos orientacia im TaviTve evropuli 
civilizaciis mimarTulebiT gansazRvra.    
           mdinare rion-yvirila (anu fasisi) da mdinare mtkvari Tavisi fizikur-
geografiuli mdebareobiT moxerxebuli savaWro-satranzito gza iyo. cnobebi misi 
satranzito magistralad gamoyenebis Sesaxeb, ZiriTadad, strabonisa da pliniusis 
nawerebSia Semonaxuli. straboni aRwers am magistrals: "... induri saqoneli 
SemoaqvT kaspiis zRvaSi, xolo aqedan albaneTSi gadaaqvT da Semdeg mtkvarze da misi 
momdevno adgilebiT Sav zRvasTan CaaqvT" (ix. straboni, XI, VII, 3). aqedan naTelia, 
rom straboni aRwers savaWro-strategiul gzas, romelic moemarTeboda 
aRmosavleTidan md. mtkvris da md. rionis gavliT Savi zRvisaken. amave gzas aRwers I 
s. avtori pliniusi (ix. plinius sekundusi, VI, 52). sayuradReboa, rom swored am gzis 
gayolebaze mdebareobs klasikuri xanis da adreuli Sua saukuneebis namosaxlarebi, 
romelTa arqeologiuri kvlevis drosac aRmoCnda Semotanili ucxouri nawarmi 
(keramika, samkaulebi, monetebi, liTonis da minis WurWeli). aseTi namosaxlarebi 
aRmoCenilia SorapanSi, kldeeTSi, varcixe-patrikeTSi, vanSi, SuamTaSi, 
farcxanayanevSi, sof. mTisZirSi, dablagomSi, dafnarSi, sajavaxoSi, patara foTSi, 
WaladidSi, foTTan (paliastomis tba), zRuderSi, urbnisSi, ufliscixeSi, yanCaeTSi, 
ZalisaSi, cixiagoraSi, nastakisSi, samadloSi, sarkineSi,  mcxeTaSi da sxv.  
         daaxloebiT Zv.w. I aTaswleulis meore naxevridan, Zvel saqarTveloSi, msxvili 
qalaquri tipis dasaxlebebidan qalaqebi ganviTarda. es qalaqebi, ZiriTadad gzebis 
piras, vaWrobis koncentraciis da samxedro-strategiul adgilebze warmoiqmnen.  
          Zveli qalaqebis Sesaxeb informacia werilobiT da arqeologiur wyaroebSia 
SemorCenili. aseTebia: mcxeTa-armazcixe _ q. mcxeTasTan, nastakis-samadlo _ q. 
kaspis aRmosavleTiT, Zalisa _ sof. ZalisTan, sarkine _ q. mcxeTis dasavleTiT, 
ufliscixe _ q. goris aRmosavleTiT da sxv.  saqarTveloSi arqeologiurad 
gamovlenil Zvel qalaqTa  nagebobani Seqmnilia imdroindeli mowinave 
samyarosaTvis damaxasiaTebeli  Teoriuli da praqtikuli miRwevebis safuZvelze. 
qalaqis yvelaze gamagrebul monakveTs akropolisi warmoadgenda aq saxelisuflo 
aristokratiis rezidencia da mTavari taZari iyo ganlagebuli. qalaqs mZlavri 
TavdacviTi kedlebi ertya, romelSiac koSkebi iyo CaSenebuli. galavans xSirad 
TavdacviTi Txrili Semouyveboda. kedlebi oTxkuTxa Tlili qvebiT da aliziT anu 
gamoumwvari aguriT igeboda. qvis, Tlil, oTxkuTxa kvadrebs Tixis xsnariT da 
liTonis samagrebiT amagrebdnen. Senobebis gadasaxurad brtyel da Rarian kramits 
xmarobdnen. bunebrivia, rom qalaqebis sazogadoebrivi, administraciuli, 
sameurneo, wyalsadenis (wyaro, Wa), sakulto,  da TavdacviTi nagebobebis Seqmna 
Sesabamisi Sromis iaraRebisa da mravalricxovan adamianTa kargad organizebuli 
Sromis gareSe warmoudgeneli iqneboda. am samuSaoebs xelmZRvanelobdnen saTanado 
codna-gamocdilebis mqone pirovnebebi. erT-erTi pirovnebis, mcxeTis mTavari 
arqiteqtor-mSeneblis saxeli _ avreli aqolisi, cnobili gaxda mcxeTaSi 
arqeologebis mier aRmoCenili saflavis qvis warweridan.    
          iberiis qalaqebi xelosnobis da vaWrobis msxvil centrebs warmoadgendnen. 
isini irgvliv mdebare sasoflo-sameurneo teritoriebs flobdne, saidanac 
sursaTiT maragdebodnen. Zveli avtori straboni wers «iberiis samefo kargadaa 
dasaxlebuli qalaqebiT da dabebiT. aq aris kramitiT gadaxuruli da 
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arqiteqturulad kargad dagegmili nagebobebi, bazrebi da sxva saxelmwifo-
administraciuli dawesebulebebi.»       
          iberiis samefos dedaqalaqi mcxeTa iyo, romelic qalaquri tipis dabebis 
aglomeracias warmoadgenda. is md. mtkvris da md. aragvis SesayarTan mdebareobda. 
mcxeTis ZiriTadi qalaquri dasaxlebebia: armazcixe-mTaqarTli, kaciTavana, 
armazisxevi, RarTiskar-wiwamur-zedaznis  sasimagro xazi da maT Soris teritoria. 
mcxeTis armazcixe, dedacixe akontrolebs md. mtkvrisa da  md. aragvis xerTviss da 
gzaTa Sesayars. aq iberiis mefeTa rezidencia mdebareobda. armazcixis erT mxares 
mdinare mtkvari sazRvravs, xolo danarCens paraleluri xevebi. xevebis kides 
oTkuTxa koSkebiani sasimagro xazi dauyveboda. Tlili qvis nagebobani aq,  Zv.w. III s. 
bolodan iqmneboda; gamoyenebulia alizis agurebic. TavdacviTi kedlis SigniT 
ganlagebuli iyo sasaxleebi, taZrebi, abano da sxv. arqeologebis mier aq 
aRmoCenilia didi raodenobiT kapitelebi, svetebi, svetisbazebi, kramiti da sxva 
arqiteqturuli detalebi.  
         aziisa da evropis sazRvarze mdebare Zveli saqarTvelo, iberia-kolxeTi, 
samxedro da politikur-ekonomikuri Zalis, erTi mxriv, iranuli da, meore mxriv, 
antikuri orientaciis qveynebis saomari moqmedebebis asparezi iyo [ix. gamyreliZe, 
2010: 99- 134].  
          iberiis samefos da romis urTierTobis istoriis Seswavla, upiratesad, 
arqeologiuri masalis safuZvelzea SesaZlebeli, radgan am periodis werilobiTi 
wyaroebi cotaa. wlebis ganmavlobaSi Catarebuli arqeologiuri gaTxrebis Sedegad 
dagrovda sakmaod mravalferovani monacemebi, romlebic mogvepoveba Semdegi 
arqeologiuri Zeglebidan _ urbnisi, Tbilisi, diRomi, dedoflisgora, kldeeTi, 
ufliscixe, Jinvali, muxaTgverdi, mcxeTa (armazcixe, armazisxevi, RarTiskari), 
zRuderi, wiwamuri,  sarkine, Zalisa da sxv. mniSvnelovania am Zeglebze 
dadasturebuli calkeuli artefaqtebi, romelTa meSveobiTac SesaZloa Tvali 
gavadevnoT romanizaciis process mTel iberiaSi [Zerbini  L.,  Gamkrelidze G.,  Debiasi 
C.,  Todu T.,  2012: 105-124; gamyreliZe, Todua, 2006: 5-24,97-116]. 
         Zv.w. 65 wels transkavkasiaSi gneus pompeus magnusis xelmZRvanelobiT romis 
respublikis legionerebi gamoCndnen. roms kavkasiaSi ZiriTadad izidavda _ 
ekonomikur-strategiuli gamorCena; axali qveynebis Tavisi gavlenis sferoSi 
moqceva; axali savaWro gzebisa da saqonlis gasaRebis bazrebis xelSi Cagdeba. 
maTTvis friad sayuradRebo iyo Sua aziidan momavali gza, kaspiis zRvidan md. 
mtkvarze, lixis qedis gadasvliT, md. fasisze gavliT Sav zRvamde. es gza 
gansakuTrebul mniSvnelobas iZens imis Semdeg, rac parTiis gaZlierebulma 
saxelmwifom Tavis kontrols dauqvemdebara CineTidan da indoeTidan momavali 
samxreTis satranzito magistralebi. amasTanave, kavkasionis qedi kargi 
winaaRmdegoba iyo Crdilokavkasieli agresiuli nomaduri tomebis transkavkasiasa 
da romaul mcire aziaSi SemoWris dasaregulireblad. am mxriv sayuradReboa 
mamisonis, darialisa da derbentis gadasasvlelebi. vis xelSiac es gzebi iyo, mas 
SeeZlo kontroli gaewia Crdilokavkasiuri meomari tomebis moZraobisaTvis 
[gamyreliZe, Todua, 2006: 25-57]. 
          kavkasias geopolitikurad erT-erTi sakvanZo teritoria ekava. aq xdeboda 
aRmosavluri da dasavluri civilizaciebis garkveuli Tanxvedra. iberia  Tavisi 
xeobebiT, mTebiT, swrafi, Znelad gadasalaxi mdinareebiT,^ uRrani tyeebiT  advilad 
dasamorCilebeli ar unda yofiliyo. romaelebi axerxebdnen garkveulad   
gaekontrolebinaT zRvispireTi. amaSi maTi  dasayrdeni unda yofiliyo sanapiro 
qalaqebi, romlebSic,  Sida kolxeTisagan gansxvavebiT, antikuri sameurneo-
kulturuli gavlena ufro Zlieri iyo. kolxeTis zRvispireTi is strategiuli 
mxare iyo, romelic aucileblad sWirdeboda roms Tavisi gavlenis dasamyareblad 
kavkasiaSi, mcire aziasa da bosforSi [ Браунд, 1991: 35-52]. 
           romma garkveuli zemoqmedeba moaxdina kolxeTisa da Semdeg iberiis 
ganviTarebis procesze.  es zemoqmedeba uaryofiTi gamodga.  zRvispireTi romis 
politikur gavlenaSi moeqca, xolo zogierT regionSi, romaelTa moqnili 
politikis Sedegad, arastabiluri mdgomareoba Seiqmna, rac Semdgom romisadmi 
naxevrad daqvemdebarebuli samTavroebis warmoqmniT dasrulda (ix. ariane, PPE, 11). 
romma, im droisaTvis maRalganviTarebulma saxelmwifom, ramdenadme dadebiTi 
rolic iTamaSa. kerZod,^ adgilobrivi mosaxleoba gaecno mowinave romaul 
kulturas, axal sameurneo-kulturul, saomar taqtikursa da teqnikur inovaciebs. 
ax.w. I saukunis boloSi aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTSi Camoyalibda e.w. ponto-
kavkasiis Taviseburi sasazRvro sistema. misi umTavresi amocana kavkasiaSi romis 
geopolitikuri poziciebis ganmtkiceba da kontroli iyo. am sistemaSi Semavali 
afsarosi (gonio) [mamulaZe, kaxiZe, xalvaSi, 2009: 107-130; xalvaSi, 2002; 
lorTqifaniZe,^ miqelaZe,^ xaxutaiSvili, 1980], fasisi (foTi) [ Гамкрелидзе, 1992: 30-48; 
Gamkrelidze, 2009: 175-194], sebastopolisi (soxumi) [fuTuriZe, 1959: 54-94]   da 
pitiunti (biWvinTa) [lorTqifaniZe, 1991; berZeniSvili, fuTuriZe, 1975] sasazRvro  
militaristuli xasiaTis cixe-qalaqebad gardaiqmna. romaelebi imperiis sazRvrebs 
aramarto samxedro ZaliT,^ aramed moqnili diplomatiuri xerxebiTac 
afarToebdnen. imperiis mTel perimetrze gansaxlebul zogierT xalxs adgilobrivi 
mefeebi ganagebdnen da garkveul damoukideblobas inarCunebdnen. romi 
diplomatiur Zalisxmevas ar iSurebda,^ raTa am mmarTvelebTan megobruli 
urTierToba daemyarebina.  
romis aRmosavlur politikaSi aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTis komunikaciebi 
aucilebeli iyo parTiis msgavs Zlier saxelmwifosTan qiSpobisas [ix. Бокщанин, 
1966]. miuxedavad Zlevamosilebisa, pirvel etapze, romma ver moaxerxa Sida 
kolxeTis damorCileba. es ver moxerxda verc aristarqes, verc miTridate 
pergamonelisa da verc polemonis xeliT. ramdenadme gamarTlda lukulusis 
winaswarmetyveleba, romelic aRniSnavda – am mxaris damorCileba Zalian Zneliao 
(ix. plutarqe, lukulusi, 14). aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTSi romauli dasaxlebebis 
warmoqmnisa da misi ganviTarebis procesi Taviseburi, gansxvavebuli gziT 
warimarTa. aq romauli, klasikuri tipis kanabeebi ar warmoqmnila. dioskuria-
sebastopolisis,  afsarosis, pitiuntisa da fasisis romaul kastelumebTan 
arsebobda vikusis tipis mcire savaWro-saxelosno dasaxlebebi, romelTa moqme-
debis are konkretuli sanapiro zoliT Semoifargleboda. ponto-kavkasiis 
sasazRvro sistemis Camoyalibebisa da garnizonTa ricxobriv zrdasTan erTad 
aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTSi romauli nawarmi _ keramika, minis, liTonis 
nakeTobebi, samkaulebi gavrcelda, romelTa Soris, tradiciulad, mcire aziis 
centrebis nawarmi Warbobda. am produqciis transportireba, upiratesad, sazRvao 
gziT xorcieldeboda. is, ZiriTadad, romaul samxedro SenaerTebs amaragebda. 
romauli garnizonebis momarageba ki II-III saukuneebSi centralizebulad 
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trapezuntidan [Максимова, 1956], xolo IVsaukuneSi – antioqiidan xdeboda. romis 
imperiis sasazRvro sistemaSi aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTis sanapiro zolis 
CarTviT, garkveulwilad, uzrunvelyofil iqna romis aRmosavleT provinciaTa 
misadgomebis usafrTxoeba da romaelTa geopolitikuri interesebis ganmtkiceba 
kavkasiasa da aRmosavleT mcire aziaSi.  
            romaelTa politikuri gavlena iberiis (resp. qarTlis) samefoze didxans ar  
gagrZelebula. iberiis mesveurebma marjved isargebles Zv.w. I-saukunis meore 
naxevarSi romSi mimdinare Sinapolitikuri brZolebiT, rac respublikis damxobiT, 
imperiis gamocxadebiTa da parTiis Zlier samefosTan  misi urTierTobis 
ukiduresad gamwvavebiT damTavrda. am periodisaTvis iberiis samefo ukve sruliad 
gaTavisuflebulia romze politikuri damokidebulebisagan. iberiis mefeebi 
warmatebiT iyenebdnen roms TavianTi politikuri Zalauflebis gansamtkiceblad 
parTiis winaaRmdeg brZolaSi. 
 ax.w. I-II saukuneebSi romisa da iberiis samefos urTierToba, ZiriTadad, 
keTilmezobluri iyo. es gamoixateboda Tavisebur kavSirSi, rasac ormxrivi 
ekonomikur-politikuri interesebi gansazRvravda. romaelTa ekonomikuri 
interesebis sferoSi eqceoda is savaWro gza, romelic aRmosavleTis qveynebs 
kavkasiaze gavliT dasavleTis qveynebTan akavSirebda. cnobilia, rom pompeusi 
sagangebod dainteresda am gzaze savaWro urTierTobis ganxorcielebis 
SesaZleblobebiT. varonis mixedviT, "pompeusis laSqrobis dros misi brZanebiT 
gamokvleul iqna, rom indoeTidan SeiZleba 7 dReSi Casvla baqtriaSi md. baqtrTan, 
romelic oqss erTvis,  aqedan induri saqoneli gadaaqvT kaspiis iqiT md. mtkvriT da 
saxmeleTo gziT. ara umetes 5 dRisa maT SeuZliaT miaRwion fasiss, romelic Sav 
zRvas erTvis" (ix. pliniusi, NH, VI, 52). 
      ax.w. I-II saukuneebSi iberiis samefo aqtiur rols asrulebs romis imperiis 
sagareo politikaSi da mis mokavSiredac gvevlineba maxlobel aRmosavleTSi. amis 
Sesaxeb romaelma istorikosebma _ tacitusma da dion kasiusma Semogvinaxes 
sakmaod dawvrilebiTi cnobebi. am dros iberiis gavlenis qveS aRmoCnda zogierTi 
Crdilokavkasiuri tomic. iberiis xelisufalni akontrolebdnen umniSvnelovanes 
savaWro-strategiul  gzebsa da gadasasvlelebs. gansakuTrebul Zlirebas iberiam 
ax.w II saukunis 40-ian wlebSi mefe farsman II dros miaRwia. farsman II-is mefobaSi 
iberiis teritoria sagrZnoblad gaizarda da Sav zRvamde gafarTovda. romis 
imperia dainteresebuli iyo gaZlierebuli iberiis mokavSireobiT. romael 
istorikos dion kasiusis cnobiT, imperatorma antonine piusma qarTlis mefe 
farsmani romSi miiwvia da mas didi pativi miago (ix. “romis istoria”, XX,2). Aam ambis 
Sesaxeb iuwyeba romis maxloblad, qalaq ostiaSi, aRmoCenili warwerac. axali 
welTaRricxvis  pirveli saukuneebis iberiis samefos Zliereba TvalsaCinod aisaxa 
materialur kulturaSic. gavixsenoT arqeologiuri kvleva-Ziebis Sedegad 
aRmoCenili samefo ojaxisa da iberiis warCinebulTa mdidruli samarxebi, agreTve 
qalaqebi _ dawinaurebuli mravaldargobrivi xelosnuri warmoebiTa da intensiuri 
savaWro-ekonomikuri urTierTobebiT. 
iberiis mefeTa rezidencia mcxeTis armazcixe iyo. aq aRmoCnda Aax.w. I-III 
saukuneebis mTeli wyeba nagebobebisa, romelTa mSeneblobaSi ukve farTod 
gamoiyeneba kirxsnari, kerZod,  aseTebia: sasaxle, abano, sameurneo saTavsebi, 
wyalsadenebi, sakulto nagebobebi, marani; nagebobebi morTulia reliefuri 
gamosaxulebebiT. mcxeTaSive, armazisxevSia aRmoCenili orferda saxuraviani qvis 
sarkofagi, romelic mdidruli inventariT gamoirCeva. aq dadasturebul nivTebs 
Soris aris romauli warmomavlobis torevtika da monetebi [afaqiZe, sxv. 1955, t. I; 
mcxeTa t. II – XI]. 
 qarTlis mTis Ziras, armazcixesTan, mavzoleumis tipis qvis akldamaa 
aRmoCenili, romelic kramitiTaa orferdad gadaxuruli. misi arqiteqtura 
ZiriTadad, romauli tipisaa. armazisxevSi, md.Mmtkvris marjvena napirze, 
ganlagebuli iyo iberiis samefos uzenaes moxeleTa rezidencia. arqeologiuri 
gaTxrebis Sedegad aq aRmoCenilia ax.w. II-IV saukuneebis sasaxlis kompleqsi da 
nekropoli. aqac nagebobaTa kedlebi kirxsnariT SekavSirebuli qvebiT iyo 
amoyvanili, saxuravad ki kramiti iyo gamoyenebuli. sasaxlis arqiteqturuli 
morTulobis  mowmobaa gaTxrebisas aRmoCenili palmetiani svetisTavebi, 
reliefuri karnizebi da sxv. aqvea sasaxlis romauli tipis abano. sasaxlis 
kompleqsis mimdebare teritoriaze warCinebulTa nekropoli aRmoCnda. am 
nekropolis inventari Zalze mdidruli da mravalferovania. is Sedgeba Zvirfasi 
qvebiT gawyobili oqrosa da vercxlis nivTebisagan. maT Sorisaa oqros insigniebi, 
satevrebi, sartylebi, diademebi, gamosaxulebebiT Semkuli vercxlis WurWeli, 
samajurebi, yelsabamebi, abzindebi, beWdebi, rkinis iaraRi da sxv. am artefaqtebis 
mniSvnelovani nawili romaulia an romauli minabaZia. aRsaniSnavia, rom iberiis 
warCinebulTa Tanadrouli mdidruli samarxebi aRmoCenilia agreTve zRuderSi 
(qarelis municipalitetis teritoria) [ix. Braund, Javakhishvili, Nemsadze, 2009], borsa 
(xaragaulis municipalitetis teritoria) da md. aragvis xeobaSi.  
arqeologiurma gaTxrebma warmoaCina, rom romauli periodisa da adreuli 
Suasaukuneebis qalaqebSi _ mcxeTaSi, ZalisaSi, urbnisiSi da sxv. sanitarul-
higienuri normebis dacvas saTanado yuradReba eqceoda, rasac mowmobs am 
naqalaqarebSi abanoebis, wyalmomaragebis, wyalgayvanilobisa da sakanalizacio 
sistemebis aRmoCena. romsa da iberias Soris arsebuli intensiuri politikur-
ekonomikuri urTierTobebis Sedegad aq igeboda romauli Termebis tipis abanoebi. II 
saukunis abanos erT-erTi pirveli kompleqsi armazisxevSi gamovlinda, romelic 
xuTi ganyofilebisgan Sedgeboda: gasaxdeli, civi abano (frigidariumi), Tbili 
abano (tempidariumi), cxeli abano (kalderiumi) da sacecxle. abanos qveda sarTuli 
hipokaustusis gaTbobis sistemas eWira, sadac kaloriferebis svetebia 
ganlagebuli, romlebic wriuli da kvadratuli Tixis filebiTaa nagebi. abanos 
auzis fskerTan datanebuli iyo Tixis milebi, romliTac WuWyiani wyali gadioda 
koleqtorSi. es abano iberiis didebulTa sakuTreba iyo. ase rom, am drois mcxeTeli 
didebulebi romaelebs baZavdnen ara marto axali, mdidruli inventariTa da 
fufunebis sagnebiT, aramed cxovrebis wesiTac.  amis kidev erTi mkafio dasturia 
mcxeTis municipalitetis sof. ZalisaSi aRmoCenili sasaxlisa da armazisxevis 
msgavsi abanos kompleqsi. am abanosac aqvs civi, Tbili da cxeli ganyofilebebi, 
sacurao auzi, gaTbobis sistema, kanalizacia, koleqtori da wyalmomaragebis 
sistema. abanoSi wyali Sedioda  tyviis milebiT. aq gansakuTrebul interess iwvevs 
iataki, romelic mopirkeTebulia romauli stilis mozaikiT.  
armazisxevisa da Zalisis abanoebis garda mcxeTaSive, armazcixeSi, 
aRmoCenilia sami abano, romlebic agreTve romauli tipisaa. isinic nagebia qviT da 
Selesilia hidravlikuri xsnariT. armazcixis abanoebi ekuTvnoda iberiis samefo 
ojaxs, rasac aq aRmoCenili  warwerac mowmobs. IIIsaukunis abanos kompleqsi 
aRmoCnda biWvinTis naqalaqarzec. romauli tradiciebis gagrZelebaa adreul Sua 
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saukuneebSi agebuli abanoebic. am mxriv mniSvnelovania quTaisSi, bagratis taZris 
mimdebare teritoriaze, aRmoCenili abanos kompleqsi, romelic aTi nawilisagan 
Sedgeboda. is, mcxeTisa da Zalisis abanoebisagan gansxvavebiT, ufro 
sazogadoebrivi daniSnulebisaa. aseTive  daniSnulebis iyo biWvinTisa da  sof. 
cixisZiris abanoc. amgvari abanoebi aRmoCenilia sof. urbnissa da sof. SuxuTSic. 
sainteresoa SuxuTis abanos iataki, romelic, Zalisisa da biWvinTis abanoebis 
msgavsad, mozaikiTaa Semkuli. arqeologiuri aRmoCenebi adasturebs, rom II-VI 
saukuneebis saqarTveloSi farTod yofila gavrcelebuli romauli tipis abanoebi, 
romlebic sainJinro-arqiteqturuli TvalsazrisiT sakmaod rTuli nagebobebia.  
sof. aradeTan (qarelis municipaliteti), md. mtkvris maxloblad, e.w. 
dedoflisgoris namosaxlaria aRmoCenili, sadac gaTxrilia Zv.w. I saukunis sasaxle. 
aq aRmoCenili artefaqtebis nawili romaul kulturasTan iCens siaxloves [ix.  
Furtwängler,  Gagoshidze, 2008].   
romauli kulturis gavlenis mowmobaa agreTve dRevandel sof. ZalisaSi 
(mcxeTasTan) aRmoCenili ax.w. II-IV saukuneebis namosaxlari, romelic II saukunis 
avtoris klavdius ptolemaiosis TxzulebaSi moxseniebul qalaq “Zalisa”-sTanaa 
identificirebuli. am qalaqs 50 ha ekava, romlis Crdilo-dasavleT nawilSi 
mdebareobda citadeli. aq gaTxrebis Sedegad dadasturebulia kramitsaxuraviani 
monumenturi Senobebis naSTebi, aguris filebiT mogebuli  quCebi da moednebi, 
sazogadoebrivi, sakulto da sacxovrebeli nagebobebi, mozaikebi, abanoebi da 
sakanalizacio sistemebi [Gamkrelidze  G.  2012:  193-210].  
saqarTvelos teritoriaze aRmoCenili arqeologiuri masalebi mowmobs aq 
adgilobrivi xuroTmoZRvruli skolis arsebobas, romelic kargad icnobda 
berZnul-romauli arqiteqturis umTavres principebs da aviTarebda maT 
adgilobriv niadagze. es naTlad Cans mcxeTaSi aRmoCenili IV saukunis 
epitafiidanac, sadac ixsenieba mcxeTeli “mTavari mxatvar-arqiteqtori avrelius 
aqolisi”. aki strabonic aRniSnavda: “... iberia kargadaa dasaxlebuli rogorc 
qalaqebiT, aseve  dabebiT;  aq aris karamitis saxuraviani arqiteqturulad nagebi  
saxlebi, bazrebi da sxva sazogadoebrivi nagebobebi” (XI,3,1). 
Zv.w I saukunidan iberia-kolxeTSi vrceldeba samkaulebSi Casmuli gemebi, 
maTgan umravlesi berZnul-romauli, italikuri, mcireaziuri saxelosno 
centrebidanaa Semotanili. amasTanave ivaraudeba gemebis warmoebis adgilobrivi 
saxelosnoebic, romelTa nawarmSic gvxvdeba romaul yaidaze damzadebuli  araerTi 
naxelavi [lorTqifaniZe m., 1954-56]. ax.w. I saukuneebSi importul sagnebs Soris 
mniSvnelovani adgili ukavia sxvadasxva saxis samkauls. es garemoeba sakmaod naTlad 
miuTiTebs iberiis mosaxleobis monawileobaze saerTaSoriso vaWrobaSi, kerZod, 
romauli samyaros savaWro-saxelosno centrebis aqtiurobaze. mravalricxovan 
ucxour sagnebs Soris gamoirCeva sxvadasxva daniSnulebis brinjaosa da vercxlis 
WurWeli _ surebi, paterebi, CamCebi, samelneebi [ix. Лордкипанидзе, 1964; maCabeli, 
1983]. amgvari nawarmis warmoebis centrebi ax.w. I-II saukuneebSi samxreTitaliuri 
qalaqebi iyo, magaliTad, kapua. amgvari WurWlis aRmoCena iberiis  teritoriaze 
sakmaod xSiria, rac aq italikuri produqciis importze miuTiTebs. es nivTebi 
mihqondaT samefos dedaqalaq mcxeTaSi, aqedan ki is vrceldeboda qveynis sxvadasxva 
kuTxeSi. sayuradReboa, rom amaSi qalaqebTan erTad farTod ebmeba soflis 
mosaxleobac. amis mowmobaa, kerZod, niCbisis, zemoxandakis, atocis, diRomis, 
zemoavWalis, lilos, zRuderisa da sxv. arqeologiuri monacemebi. iberiis 
monawileoba saerTaSoriso vaWrobaSi numizmatikuri masalebiTac TvalnaTlivaa 
ilustrirebuli. ax.w I saukunidan aq romauli aureusic Semodis, romelic male 
avgustusis denarTan erTad gadaxdis ZiriTad saSualebad iqceva. gare samyarosTan 
regularul savaWro-ekonomikur urTierTobas is faqtic mowmobs, rom iberiaSi 
TiTqmis yvela romaeli imperatoris, neronidan valerianamde, monetebia 
aRmoCenili [dundua g., dundua T., 2006: 110-122].  rogorc Cans, mosaxleobis aqtiur 
savaWro-ekonomikur urTierTobas romaul samyarosTan mohyva kulturuli 
urTierTobac. es kargadaa asaxuli romauli xanis iberiis materialuri kulturis 
Zeglebze. 
ax.w. II saukunidan kidev ufro farTod vrceldeba romauli xuroTmoZRvrebis 
calkeuli elementebi. antikur-romauli arqiteqtoruli sistemis gavrcelebaze 
miuTiTebs armazisxevSi aRmoCenili kapitelebi, karnizebi da maTi dekoris xasiaTi. 
sayuradReboa kldeSi nakveTi ufliscixis darbazTa morTulobis zogierTi 
elementi, kerZod, Weris kesonuri damuSaveba, romelic analogebs poulobs romaul 
arqiteqturaSi (ix. mag.: maqsenciusi, konstantines bazilikebi, karakalas Termebi). 
qalaqebSi vrceldeba nagebobaTa axali saxeoba _ abanoebi. interess iwvevs 
zogierTi cvlilebac, kedlis wyobis principSi, romelic jer kidev Zv.w. I saukunSi 
vrceldeba romaul xuroTmoZRvrebaSi. 
ax.w. I-III saukuneebis saqarTvelos mosaxleobaSi mimdinare garkveul 
cvlilebebze miuTiTebs gliptikursa da torevtikul nivTebze datanili 
gamosaxulebebi, romlebic Sinaarsobrivad xSirad romaul miTologiuri Tematikas 
asaxavs. gansakuTrebiT gavrcelebulia tixe-fortunas, fortuna-isidas, minervas, 
viqtorias, apolonis, marsis, plutonis, merkuris, iupiteris, heliosis, 
asklepiosisa da miTras gamosaxulebebi, romlebic adgilobriv RvTaebebTan (mag.: 
armazis, gacis, gaimis, zadenis) gverdiT Tanaarsebobs. ax.w. I saukuneebidan iberiaSi 
vrceldeba qristianoba. romauli mcire aziuri provinciebidan intensiurad 
vrceldeboda qristianuli sarwmunoeba iberiaSi, razec araerTi artefaqti 
metyvelebs.  adreqristianuli simbolika dadasturebulia mtkvrisa da aragvis 
xeobaSi aRmoCenil nekropolebSi. sasanianTa iranis gaZlierebis Semdeg romi 
erTaderTi mokavSire xdeba iberiis samefos,  sasanianTa saxelmwifosTan brZolaSi, 
ramac, albaT, ganapiroba kidec iberiaSi qristianuli ideologiis saxelmwifo 
religiad aRiareba. es ki iberiis samefos romaelTa mxareze saboloo gadasvlas 
niSnavda.  
zRvispira kolxeTSi romauli samxedro SenaerTebis dislokaciis Sedegad es 
mxare aqtiurad CaerTo romauli samyaros sistemaSi. uwinares yovlisa, es procesi 
romauli nawarmis gavrcelebiT gamoixata, kerZod,  romauli samyaros sxvadasxva 
centridan kolxeTis zRvispireTSi Semodineba daiwyo axalma produqciam _ 
italikurma fibulebma, amforebma, wiTellakianma keramikam, liTonisa da minis 
nawarmma, romlebic mTeli romauli samyarosTvisaa damaxasiaTebeli. amgvarive 
nawarmi vrceldeboda centralur evropaSi [ Кропоткин, 1970]. ax.w. II-III saukuneebSi 
romauli samyaros importi meti simravliTaa dadasturebuli SavizRvispireTis 
cixesimagreebTan _ pitiuntSi (biWvinTasTan), sebastopolisSi (soxumTan), 
afsarosSi (goniosTan), fasisSi (foTTan).  
ax.w. II-III saukuneebSi saqarTvelos zRvispira centrebSi intensiurad 
Semodioda mcire aziis romauli provinciebis sanapiro centrebis nawarmi. 
magaliTad, pitiuntis, fasisisa da sebastopolisis naqalaqarebze mravladaa 
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napovni sinopuri warmomavlobis amforebi.  sinopuri importis intensivobaze 
miuTiTebs aseve montariumebi. aRniSnul periodSi zRvispira centrebs mWidro 
urTierToba hqonda trapezuntTanac, rasac numizmatikuri masalebic mowmobs. 
naqalaqarebze aRmoCenili importirebul produqciaTa Soris sakmaod mravladaa 
romauli provinciebis  minis nawarmic. romis aRmosavluri provinciebis nawarmTa 
wres ganekuTvneba liTonis WurWlisa Tu samkaulebis mniSvnelovani nawilic, 
magaliTad, cixisZirisa da gonios ganZSi Semavali nivTebis umravlesoba mxatvrul-
stilisturi niSnebiT romis provinciebis kulturis wreSi eqceva [inaiSvili, 1993; 
afaqiZe, 1947: 128; lorTqifaniZe,^ miqelaZe,^ xaxutaiSvili, 1980].  
ax.w. III-IV saukuneebi romauli nawarmis axali mozRvavebiT xasiaTdeba. 
kolxeTis SavizRvispireTis romauli samxedro SenaerTebis kontingenti 
umTavresad berZnul-mcireaziuri provinciebidan da adgilobrivi warmomavlobis 
meomrebisagan Sedgeboda. amis mowmobaa sebastopolisisa da pitiuntis naqalaqarze 
aRmoCenili berZnuli warwerebi. niSandoblivia, rom aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTis 
sanapiro cixe-qalaqTa materialuri kulturis zogierTi komponenti romauli 
mcire aziis kulturis identuria. romauli importis didi nawili romauli 
garnizonebis mosamarageblad iyo gaTvaliswinebuli. romauli garnizonebis 
materialur-teqnikuri momarageba centralizebuli sistemiT xdeboda 
trapezuntidan, sadac romaelTa Savi zRvis flotis ZiriTadi baza iyo. misi roli 
gansakuTrebiT mas Semdeg gaizarda, rodesac domicianes dros gaiyvanes samosata-
satala-trapezuntis magistrali.  
saqarTvelos dablobis  da mTiani regionebis materialur kulturaSi 
romauli civilizaciis calkeuli elementebi met-naklebi intensivobiTaa 
gavrcelebuli. es impulsebi gansakuTrebiT SesamCnevia samSeneblo xelovnebaSi, 
keramikis warmoebasa da materialuri kulturis mTel rig sxva komponentebSi.  mTian 
regionebSi  adgilobrivi tradiciebi Zalze myari iyo da amitom romauli kulturis 
radiacia aq Znelad aRwevda. samagierod, romauli kulturis gavlena romaul-
adrebizantiuri xanis zRvispireTSi aSkarad igrZnoba cixe-qalaqebTan. amis naTeli 
ilustraciaa opus mixtum-is teqnikiT nagebi cixesimagreebi. kulturuli da 
socialur-ekonomikuri ganviTarebis mxrivac iberia-kolxeTis baris sazogadoeba 
ufro maRal safexurze idga, vidre mTiani zolisa. saerTod, ax.w. I-IV saukuneebis 
aRmosavleT SavizRvispireTSi ar dasturdeba iseTi niSnebi, rac ase 
damaxasiaTebelia romis imperiis dasavleTevropuli provinciebis qveynebisaTvis 
(mag.: germania, britaneTi, galia) [Голубцова (ред.), 1985: 167-302]. mkvidri mosaxleobis 
mkveTri romanizacia da e.w. kompleqsuri kulturis warmoqmna, romaul samyaroSi 
damzadebuli xelosnuri nawarmis masiurad gavrceleba, aq am etapze romauli 
kulturis gavlena, iseve, rogorc imperiis aRmosavleT provinciebSi, ufro 
zedapiruli Cans. Zvel saqarTveloSi romanizaciis procesi Taviseburi,  
gansxvavebuli gziT warimarTa. aq romaul-evropuli tipis kultura ar 
warmoqmnila, radgan didi iyo e.w. aRmosavlur-elinisturi kulturis fesvebi da 
gavlena [Gamkrelidze  G.  2012:  193-210].  
aRmosavleTi Aanatolia Tavisi istoriuli bediT saukuneebis manZilze 
mWidrod iyo dakavSirebuli transkavkasiis qveynebTan. iberia-kolxeTSi 
romanizaciis gavlenis damadasturebeli faqtebis _ arqeologiuri Zeglebis, 
werilobiTi da epigrafikuli monacemebis Seswavlis Sedegebi gvarwmunebs, rom 
romauli kulturis miRwevebi yvelaze mkveTrad ekonomikaSi vlindeba. romaelebis 
aq gamoCenis droidan mokle periodSi moxda garkveuli cvlilebebi. romauli 
kulturis ekonomikurma miRwevebma iberia-kolxeTSi uwinares yovlisa, Tavi iCina 
vaWrobaSi. romaelebis mier iberiaSi, saomari mdgomareobis Sewyvetis Semdeg 
savaWro-ekonomikuri kontaqtebis damyarebas xels uwyobda transkavkasiis 
xelsayreli geopolitikuri mdebareoba antikur samyarosTan mimarTebiT. amis 
naTeli ilustraciaa iberia-kolxeTis teritoriaze antikuri samyarodan iranuli 
samyaros qveynebisaken mimavali savaWro gzebi, romelTa gamoyenebac dasturdeba 
arqeologiur-numizmatikuri aRmoCenebiT. Zveli saqarTvelos romanizaciis 
periodSi SesamCnevia sagareo vaWrobis xvedriTi wilis zrda, sasaqonlo warmoebis 
gafarToeba, ucxouri monetebis didi raodenobiT mimoqceva, savaWro-saxelosno 
centrebis ganviTareba, uwinaresad, SavizRvispireTis romaelTa militaristul 
cixe-qalaqebSi. Semdgom romauli kulturis gavlena iberiaze ufro naTlad 
vlindeba sxvdasxva adgilobriv dargSi, kerZod, arqiteqturaSi, keramikis 
warmoebaSi, xelosnobis sxvadasxva mimarTulebaSi. es procesebi ufro intensiuri 
xdeba ax.w. II saukunidan.  
romauli kulturis gavlenis gansakuTrebuli gaZliereba iberia-kolxeTSi 
ax.w. II–IV saukuneebSi aRiniSneba. rac Seexeba romauli kulturis gavrcelebas, is 
zRvis sanapirodan da anatoliidan unda momxdariyo. romaul-adrebizantiuri 
kulturis gavlena Semdgom kidev ufro metad aisaxa arqiteqturaSi, kerZod, e.w. 
romauli betoni, kedlebis  opus mixtum-is wyoba, momrgvalebuli TaRebi, Taviseburi 
kapitelebi, gamomwvari oTxkuTxa brtyeli aguri da sxv. mWidro da uSualo 
kontaqtebis Sedegad romanizaciis gavlena ufro Zlierad Tavs iCens zRvis sanapiro 
qalaqebsa da iberiis politikur centrSi _ mcxeTaSi.  
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